















































































































































































My role in a previous position, as an assistant educational psychologist (Assistant EP) during 2009, was to support with the set-up and development of nurture groups (NGs) and ‘nurturing schools’ (those which adopted the six Nurture Group Network [NGN] nurture principles in the running of the school). I attended the Nurture Group Network (NGN, 2009) Four Day Certificate of Practice course, before becoming a trainer on the same course. In addition, I delivered whole-school follow-up INSET sessions, for schools that enrolled delegates on the four day training, and assisted several schools in working towards achieving the NGN Quality Mark Award. I became passionate about NGs and nurturing schools, as a result of the training I received and as a result of supporting members of school staff to support and develop nurture principles and practices (NPPs) in their settings. I witnessed positive outcomes for the children receiving nurture interventions and became an advocate of nurture as a result.  

When starting out as an Assistant EP, in order to further understand the role in supporting and developing NPPs, I reviewed the literature. Several articles were useful in that they reported that the application of NPPs (based on attachment theory- Bowlby, 1969/1982; 1988) improved the social, emotional, and behavioural skills (SEBS) of children and young people (CYP). However, a gap in the literature was apparent with regard to translating nurture theory into practice. 

In May, 2011, a strand on EPNET, a national online forum for educational psychologists (EPs), questioned the potential role of EPs in providing ongoing support to schools which were setting up NGs, following NG training. It is clear, therefore, that this gap in the research remains and should be addressed. As such, this was the focus of the current research.

Since completing my role as an Assistant EP, I know only of one article which has focussed mainly on the potential role of the EP in relation to nurture. This was written by Randall (2010) who stated:

The time for reflecting on an identity crisis within educational psychology is over. There is a vital job to be done. Attachment matters. Educational psychologists know about it and are best placed to translate the theory into practice within education. Educational psychologists can also influence policy through disseminating their own everyday practice. There is real potential to influence the future for children and families. It is up to us to get on and do it. (Randall, 2010, p.93)

Randall’s (2010) insights form the basis of the current research, which aimed to identify potential roles for EPs with regard to supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. I was interested in which of a range of activities EPs perceive to be most valuable for them to undertake in order to support and develop NPPs in educational settings.

I was well-placed in investigating this topic as a result of my previous role as an Assistant EP (and as a primary school teacher), along with more recent experience as a Trainee EP. A social constructionist approach was adopted within the current study, as it was thought that my experience would impact upon the research process. This will be discussed further in the ‘methodology’ section, under the heading, ‘positionality adopted within the current study’ (see p.42). 

Rather than simply being referred to within the context of NGs, NPPs can be considered in a general sense, to support all children and young people (CYP). The current study applies the term ‘NPPs’ in this broader context throughout.   








The role of the EP, with regard to NPPs (and attachment theory), will only be proven valuable if NPPs are found to improve outcomes for pupils. As such, the effectiveness of NGs (and, therefore, the application of NPPs) will be explored. In addition, attachment theory and its grounding in the psychodynamic/psychoanalytic paradigm will be discussed, as it is upon these phenomena that NPPs are based. The potential roles for the EP within nurture, particularly with regard to Randall’s (2010) suggestions, will then be discussed. 

2.1) Attachment Theory and the Psychodynamic/Psychoanalytic Paradigm

Attachment theory provides the psychological underpinning for the application of NPPs. According to Reber and Reber (2001), attachment is: 

...an emotional bond formed between an infant and one or more adults such that the infant will: a) approach them, especially in periods of distress; b) show no fear of them, particularly during the stage when strangers evoke anxiety; c) be highly receptive to being cared for by them; and (d) display anxiety if separated from them. (Reber & Reber, 2001, p.61) 

Cooke, Yeomans, and Parkes (2008) explained that Bowlby’s (1969/1982; 1988) theory of attachment developed during the 1950s and 1960s (Geddes, 2003) as a result of his work in a home for ‘maladjusted’ boys. He found they had all experienced separation or loss at a very early age and concluded that disruptions in the mother-child relationship could result in later psychopathology (Slater, 2007). The World Health Organisation recognised the importance of Bowlby’s work and commissioned him to carry out a study of homeless children in post-war Europe. Bowlby’s (1965) findings were that good mental health and emotional well-being in later life is determined by access to warm and intimate relationships in the early stages of development (Cooke et al., 2008; Purcell, 2010).

Bowlby (1969) suggested that a cognitive component is involved in the organisation of the attachment behavioural system. He argued that mental representations of the attachment figure, the self and the environment are built on experience. These representations, referred to as ‘internal working models’, are fundamentally subconscious (Slater, 2007) and affect how individuals view future relationships. 

Bowlby (1969) first presented his theory of attachment to the dominant psychoanalytic audience of his time (Markin & Marmarosh, 2010). However, Slater (2007) highlighted that it was criticised by the psychoanalytic community, who described it as non-dynamic and mechanistic. For many years, Bowlby was an isolated figure in psychoanalysis and was seen as having renounced drives, ‘phantasy’, the richness of human emotions and the Oedipal unconscious processes in favour of a reductionist emphasis on evolutionary consideration (Fonagy, 2001).

Attachment theory began to take hold as a result of studies in the early 1960s by psychologists, sociologists, social workers, psychiatrists, and family therapists, which uncovered the prevalence of child abuse and the consequences for later functioning (Cortina & Marrone, 2003; Slater, 2007).

Many similarities between attachment theory and psychoanalysis became apparent and it was accepted that the two were somewhat compatible. For example, Freud’s theory of transference states that early templates of experience are transferred towards important people in an individual’s life. This notion is very similar to Bowlby’s internal working models (Slater, 2007).  Fonagy (2001) stated that attachment theory is almost unique in psychoanalytic theories, as it bridges the gap between clinical psychodynamic theory and general psychology.

Attachment theory is currently widely accepted by clinical, neurological and developmental psychologists (Schore, 1994) and continues to be viewed from a psychodynamic perspective (Markin & Marmarosh, 2010).

Attachment behaviours increase the proximity of the attachment figure to the child. The biological basis of this behaviour is central to attachment theory. Attachment behaviours may act as ‘signalling’ behaviours to the adult that the child is interested in interaction (e.g. gurgling and smiling), may be ‘aversive’ (e.g. crying), with the purpose of bringing the adult closer to ameliorate the behaviour (e.g. by providing food and comfort) and may be ‘active’ (e.g. following), functioning to move the child closer to the attachment figure (Slater, 2007). 

Partis (2000) reported that although Bowlby’s (1965) theory initially had little impact, it was subsequently developed by Ainsworth and Witting (1969) following their ‘Strange Situation’ experiment. In order to produce an arousal of the attachment system, infants were placed in stressful situations (Purcell, 2008). Ainsworth and Witting (1969) set up a room with play activities for a mother and infant. A stranger was introduced into the room after a brief period and shortly after this, the mother left the room, only returning following a further short interval. The separation and reunion behaviours of the infant were observed. This enabled three main attachment patterns to be identified:

● Secure attachment: In normal surroundings, attachment behaviour is responsive and curious. However, in times of stress, it is anxious and proximity seeking. These children tend to look to their caregiver for comfort and are easily calmed. Geddes (2003) stated that secure individuals view the attachment figure as being available and responsive and are likely to tackle alarming situations effectively. They are comfortable with interaction and intimacy and use emotional regulation strategies that emphasise positive emotions and minimise stress (Kafetsios, 2003).

● Anxious/ambivalent attachment (insecure attachment): When separated from their carers, children show severe distress. They are clingy, anxious and rejecting in times of stress. Children who display anxious/ambivalent attachment behaviours are eager to please but sulk when limits are imposed upon them. Anxious ambivalent individuals tend to display a strong need for relationships, along with a fear of rejection, as a result of insecurity concerning the responsiveness of others to their needs. They both seek and reject intimacy and social interaction and perceive the world as unpredictable and comfortless. They may become confrontational (Goodwin, 2003). 

● Avoidant attachment (insecure attachment): The behaviour of avoidantly attached children indicates a rejection of nurturing. During times of stress, behaviour is insular and self-contained. Avoidant individuals tend to display a preference for emotional distance (Krausz, Bizman, & Braslavsky, 2001) due to insecurity about the intentions of others. Consequently, they tend to avoid interaction and intimacy. They also perceive the world as unpredictable and comfortless and may withdraw as a result (Goodwin, 2003). 

The aforementioned attachment styles are viewed as consistent patterns of thinking, feeling and behaving in interpersonal situations for particular individuals. However, a fourth attachment type, noted by a lack of such consistent patterns of social behaviour (Reber & Reber, 2001), was identified later (Main & Solomon, 1990):

● Disorganised/disoriented (insecure attachment): Children are fearful, indicating conflict between avoidance and approach where attachments are viewed as potentially threatening. During times of stress, attachment behaviour is compliant or controlling.

Bowlby (1969/1982; 1973; 1980) argued one of these distinct patterns of attachment response is usually established by the time the infant is one year old (Geddes, 2003) and that accompanying internal working models play a role in relationships from the cradle to the grave. The theory, therefore, suggests that through internal working models, childhood attachment patterns continue through adult life, influencing the quality of later personal relationships (Feeney, 1996).

Two tables (taken from Fahlberg, 2003: p.44-45; p.36) are presented in Appendix 1 (‘Attachment Style Guidelines’), which highlight additional symptoms that are commonly seen in children with attachment problems and suggest what to look for when assessing attachment and bonding in the primary school years.  

Emotional defences associated with insecure attachment, according to Kafetsios (2003), inhibit the informational processing of emotional messages and block awareness of feelings and intentions in the self and in others (Bowlby, 1969/1982; 1988). Children who can be classified into these attachment style categories are likely to behave differently in the classroom and will require different intervention strategies.

Many studies have attempted to assess the relationship between attachment and later problems (e.g. Shaw & Vondra, 1995; Lyons-Ruth, 1997). Pierrehumbert, Miljkovitch, Plancherel, Halfon, and Ansermet (2000) highlighted that insecure attachment has been linked with later behaviour problems (as highlighted by the Child Behaviour Check List, Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983). For example, insecurely attached individuals have been found to exhibit more behavioural problems and delayed cognitive development in later childhood (Engle & Ricciuti, 1995; Eshel, Daelmans, Cabral de Mello, & Martines, 2006).

Conversely, secure attachment in infancy has been associated with more positive later outcomes such as school achievement at age 7 (Bradley, 1989; Eshel et al., 2006) and with higher self-esteem and fewer behavioural and emotional problems at age 12 (Beckwith, Rodning, & Cohen, 1992). In addition, Thompson (1999) found that securely attached infants went on to socialise more competently and, consequently, were more popular with peers as preschoolers. Greater social competence and stronger friendships have been reported amongst 10-year-olds with secure attachment histories (e.g. Shulman, Elicker, & Sroufe, 1994).

Humphrey, Curran, Morris, Farrell, and Woods (2007) reported how research undertaken by Schore (1994) demonstrates that the degree of attunement between a mother and baby at 10 months is predictive of the child’s ability to manage emotions at 2 years of age (including fury and frustration). The quality and nature of the interactions between a mother or caregiver, and a child is thought by Schore (1994) to actually shape and determine the formation of the brain.

In recent years, interest has grown in attachment theory as an explanation of adult behaviour. Longitudinal studies of high-risk infants suggest that the formation of a secure relationship in the perinatal period protects against psychopathology in later life (Werner & Smith, 2001). ‘Reactive Attachment Disorder’ became a new classification in DSM-IV (American Psychiatric Association, 1994) and so, the psychiatric establishment has formally recognised the concept of attachment. However, Goodwin (2003) argued this may be an attempt to medicalise and treat people’s relationship difficulties.

Riggs (2005) reported that, in general, secure attachment is associated with mental health, positive adjustment, self-esteem, social competence and coping skills. Insecure attachment, on the other hand, appears to result in mental illness and maladaptive functions due to distorted representations of self and other, skewed interpretations of events and irregular emotional regulation (Riggs & Jacobvitz, 2002). 

Insecure attachment has been implicated in problems such as oppositional defiant disorder, attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) and conduct disorder (according to the DSM-IV definitions; American Psychiatric Association, 1994) which Achenbach (1991) referred to as externalising behaviour problems. A relationship between attachment insecurity and internalising problems (Achenbach, 1991) such as withdrawal and anxiety has also been found (Goodwin, 2003). Warren, Huston, Egeland and Sroufe (1997) found that infants with resistant attachments were significantly more likely to be diagnosed in adolescence with anxiety disorders than were adolescents with secure or avoidant attachment histories, even when differences in temperament were controlled for. 

The relationship between loss and depression has long been acknowledged (Bowlby, 1980) and so, depression has been one of the most studied areas in attachment and mental health (Goodwin, 2003). Depression in adolescence has been associated with insecure maternal attachment (Homann, 1997) and preoccupied and unresolved attachment status has been linked to adolescent suicidality (Adam, Sheldon-Keller & West, 1996).

Goodwin (2003) reported that Harris and Bifulco (1991) found women who had been bereaved of their mother as children had a sense of helplessness in coping with stressful situations, which lead to later depression. Goodwin (2003) stated that in addition, Rosenfarb, Becker and Khan (1994) found severely depressed women felt less attached than nonpsychiatric controls to their peers during development, which may be expected if, as Bowlby (1965) suggests, they did not have the experience of a secure base from which to explore the world. However, it has been argued that the quality of current peer attachment in adulthood can mediate the impact of early parental bonding on levels of depression (Strahan, 1995), confirming that present, as well as past, relationships may be highly significant.

Dozier, Stovall and Albus (1999) argued that persons with borderline personality disorder report very high rates of prolonged separations from caregivers during their childhoods, especially from their mothers. They also report emotional neglect when their caregivers were physically present and more histories of abuse (Sanders & Giolas, 1991) leading to fragile, unstable and highly insecure attachments (Goodwin, 2003). However, it seems that clinical symptomatology thought to be related to experiences of relationship distress may be better explained in terms of attachment disorganisation rather than by a previously identified sub-classification of insecure attachment (George & West, 1999).

Dozier et al. (1999) argued that the type of inadequate caregiving allows prediction, to some extent, of specific disorders. Affective and anxiety disorders, for example, tend to be associated most frequently with inadequate control, parental rejection and harsh discipline; eating disorders tend to be associated with maternal rejection, overprotection and neglect; and borderline personality disorder is most commonly associated with parental neglect.  

Increasing clinical data generally supports the argument that exposure to adverse environments in infancy suggests vulnerability to later mental health problems such as mood and anxiety disorders and altered physiological responses to stress (Krausz, et al., 2001).    

Simpson, Collins, Tran and Haydon (2007) reported that if Bowlby’s (1965) hypothesis that internal working models affect later relationship experiences, the way in which adults perceive and manage emotions in relationships should depend on the nature of working models formed in response to their specific attachment histories. 

When potential threats were perceived in adult romantic relationships, Simpson et al. (2007) found that secure individuals were able to use constructive, problem-focused coping strategies and remained confident that their attachment figure would be available to attend to the cause of their distress. However, anxious individuals remained aware of signs of possible loss and contemplated worst-case scenarios, and avoidantly attached individuals experienced distress at a physiological level. Although the experience and expression of emotion in romantic relationships seems to stem from earlier relationships, (and therefore support Bowlby’s (1965) theory that early relationships contribute to personality throughout the lifespan), Simpson et al. (2007) found evidence to suggest that the relationships that have the most impact are the ones that immediately precede current ones. 

It has also been suggested that internal working models can be modified continuously across successive periods of development and that individuals may adopt different types of attachment in different romantic relationships (Carlson, Sroufe & Egeland, 2004).  Bowlby’s (1965) theory may, therefore, not be completely accurate. Also, other factors such as personality traits and life stressors are likely to be implicated in the development and sustaining of emotion in romantic relationships. 

One criticism of attachment studies in adulthood is that the nature of attachment in adult-adult relationships is very different from attachment in the parent child-relationship. Both attachment behaviour and serving as an attachment figure will commonly be observed in both adult partners (unlike in the parent-child relationship), and will often shift between the two (Goodwin, 2003). Also, many of the adult self-report measures are designed to measure people’s expectations about close relationships in general, rather than in relation to specific others (Cook, 2000). Conversely, studies of infant attachment focus on specific attachments (Goodwin, 2003). In addition, observation is the typical research method utilised in studies of childhood attachment (e.g. Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978), whereas in adult attachment research, the emphasis is on measures of self report and interviews (e.g. Main, 1991).  

Although Bowlby (1973) argued that the attachment bond during infancy is crucial to later outcomes, Riggs (2005) stated that evidence indicates attachment patterns can change. For example, changes in attachment from security to insecurity are associated with negative life events (Waters, Merrick, Treboux, Crowell, & Albersheim, 2000). Conversely, shifts from insecure to secure are also possible. Repeated interactions that contradict existing working models, such as those with an empathic teacher (Sroufe, 1983) or a secure relationship with a partner in adulthood (Egeland, Jacobvitz, & Sroufe, 1988), may alter attachment patterns. Children who have had negative experiences are helped by circle time activities, NGs and the emotional curriculum, all of which develop communication skills (Geddes, 2003).

Similarly, Simpson et al. (2007) suggested internal working models can be modified continuously across successive periods of development and that this is what nurturing schools attempt to do through the application of NPPs. Responsive, nurturing environments support social-emotional development and prepare children for academic achievement (Aviles, Anderson, & Davila, 2006).

Further longitudinal research is needed into adult attachment (and in a wider variety of situations) in order to determine whether the attachment bond formed during infancy is crucial to later outcomes. However, psychologists presently agree (and the studies reviewed here support the idea) that attachment styles predict later outcomes with relative, if not complete, consistency (Goodwin, 2003).  

In order for children to adapt successfully to the formal demands of school, they require a secure relationship with their primary caregivers (Espinosa, 2002). Teachers may be viewed as alternative attachment figures and the school environment is, therefore, a crucial context in which to reverse the effects of issues such as violence, abuse and neglect that may lead to insufficient development of SEBS. The school can also provide protective factors such as positive relationships (Aviles et al., 2006). 

The application of attachment theory, therefore, appears to be valuable in the work of EPs, as it seems that insecure attachment styles can be modified. As such, it may be that EPs could promote attachment theory in educational settings through supporting and developing NPPs.

2.2) What are Nurture Groups (NGs) and Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs)? 

NGs have a strong basis in attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969; 1973; 1980) and, therefore, in psychoanalysis. Attachment theory focuses on the importance of children growing up in an environment where they experience trusting and caring relationships with adults who provide consistent positive responses (Scott & Lee, 2009).  This is what NGs seek to replicate to improve learning and behaviour in the classroom and to counteract the difficulties children may experience as a result of insecure attachments.

NGs were introduced by Marjorie Boxall, EP, in the 1970s in inner London, as a result of large numbers of children presenting with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties (SEBDs) on entry to school (Binnie & Allen, 2008). There is evidence to support the observation that, having gone through an initial period of popularity which lasted for the best part of a decade, NGs dwindled in numbers, with many of the original groups being closed down (Bennathan & Boxall, 2000), mainly as a result of a lack of funding. A national survey in 1998 (Cooper, Arnold, & Boyd, 1998) found fewer than fifty NGs to be in existence in the UK (Cooper and Whitebread, 2007). However, Cooper & Whitebread (2007) stated that an increased interest in NGs, as a form of educational provision for pupils with SEBDs, had occurred during the last decade. Cooke et al. (2008) stated, at the time of writing, that (unpublished) evidence from the NGN database identified over 300 NGs in the UK. This figure reflected only those NGs that had registered with the NGN and Cooper and Whitebread (2007) suggested that there were many more than the 300 groups registered with NGN, indicating the development of a massive commitment to NGs among UK schools since the late 1990s.

Cooke et al. (2008) argued that NGs have increased in number since they were cited in government publications as an effective early intervention strategy for pupils with SEBDs (DfEE, 1997; 1999; 2001). In addition, Cooper and Whitebread (2007) argued that a further key event in the resurgence of interest in NGs was the publication of the first book on this topic by Marion Bennathan and Marjorie Boxall (2000), the first edition of which appeared in 1996. This book was very well received by a number of reviewers. Other reasons for this renewed interest, according to Cooper and Whitebread (2007), have to be sought in some of the negative effects of educational practices that followed from the 1988 Education Reform Act in England and Wales. These include, for example, the fact that over the decade of the 1990s, the overall rate of permanent pupil exclusions from school increased by approximately 400 per cent, with the highest rates of increase being found in primary schools (Castle & Parsons, 1998). Also, more recent findings suggest that SATs lead to increased stress levels among Key Stage 2 pupils (Connor, 2001; 2003). Other evidence suggests that this period was marked by increasing levels of stress and insecurity in schools which were reflected in perceptions of rising levels of SEBDs among pupils and work overload among teachers, leading to severe problems in recruiting and retaining teaching staff in schools (Johnson & Hallgarten, 2002). It is reasonable to speculate, according to Cooper and Whitebread (2007), that such circumstances are likely to exacerbate the difficulties experienced by pupils with attachment-type problems.

Children attending NGs typically have a history of disruptive or withdrawn behaviour (Sanders, 2007) and are identified to be performing at developmentally lower levels in terms of their social, emotional and behavioural development, than expected for their age (Doyle, 2003). Boxall (2002) concluded that these difficulties result from ‘impoverished early nurturing’ and that consequently, children are unable to form trusting relationships with adults, or respond appropriately to other children. They are, therefore, ‘not ready’ for the intellectual and social demands of school life. Cooper and Whitebread (2007) however, stated that NGs are not synonymous with a view that pathologises certain parents, but suggest that for some children, the developmental processes that are associated with early attachment needs are incomplete when they reach the statutory age for enrolment in school. Boxall drew upon Bowlby’s work around attachment theory to develop the concept of NGs (Binnie & Allen, 2008).

NGs offer an educational ‘bridge’ for CYP at risk of educational failure and/or exclusion (Binnie & Allen, 2008). Children are exposed to missed social opportunities and interactions before formal learning can begin (Scott & Lee, 2009). Cooper, Arnold, and Boyd (2001) argued that for children to progress to a level of social competence that is acceptable in their mainstream classrooms, NG pupils need to be exposed to a set of experiences with the aim of understanding their position in relation to others. Binnie & Allen (2008) highlighted that a NG is: An inclusive early intervention within a mainstream setting for the prevention of SEBDs; an approach that provides a carefully routined day, within a home-like environment, providing a balance of learning, teaching, affection and structure; a group formed by children who have missed out on early experiences that promote good development, rather than by children who are limited in ability.

NGs are a within-school resource and the ‘classic’ NG, as defined by Bennathan and Boxall (2000), is staffed by two adults (a teacher and teaching assistant [TA] - Doyle, 2003) for between ten and twelve children (Binnie & Allen, 2008). The two members of staff have typically trained in nurture theory and practice (Nurture Group Network Four Day Certificate of Practice- NGN, 2009) (Colley, 2009) and they model positive behaviour and social skills at the appropriate developmental stage for each child (Doyle, 2003), including adult cooperation, discussing, sharing and being consistent (Sanders, 2007). The children attend regularly (for four and a half days in the ‘classic’ model) and are usually resettled into their mainstream class, on a full time basis, after between two and four terms (Boxall, 2002). The intervention is part of a whole-school approach to support children. Strong links are maintained with the mainstream class as the children register, spend break and lunchtime, and attend selected activities with their classroom peers. The aim is that the children are not stigmatised for attending. However, research has not been undertaken to determine whether this is really the case (Binnie & Allen, 2008).

A range of activities take place that aim to develop trust, confidence, self-esteem and communication skills (Colley, 2009), along with improved concentration and self-image (Doyle, 2003). Colley (2009) highlighted that six principles of nurture underpin all activities and interactions in the NG (Lucas, Insley, & Buckland, 2006): 

1)	Learning is understood developmentally
2)	The classroom offers a safe base
3)	The importance of nurture for the development of self-esteem
4)	Language as a vital means of communication
5)	All behaviour is communication
6)	The importance of transition in the lives of children and young people

It is through the application of these nurture principles that pupils acquire new skills which reduce or remove barriers to learning and success in the mainstream classroom (Colley, 2009). The term ‘nurture practices’ refers to actions that are based on these six principles, for example, the adult understands that all behaviour is communication but offers the child an alternative way of communicating negative feelings. Nurture staff may do this through modelling the behaviour that is expected of children in the educational setting (relating to principle 5). Pupils may develop a secure attachment to NG staff, resulting in a new, positive internal working model with which to view adults and peers. This is likely to support them in their development and lead to more positive academic, social, emotional and behavioural outcomes. 

2.3) The Effectiveness of Nurture Groups (NGs)

In order to determine whether NPPs (and, therefore, psychodynamic/attachment concepts and practices) are valuable in the work of an EP, the effectiveness of NGs, which operate on these principles, must be evaluated. 

Gerrard (2006) and Cooper and Whitebread (2007) highlighted that there has been limited research into the effectiveness of NGs. Studies which evaluate NGs are, therefore, difficult to locate. However, Binnie and Allen (2008) stated that within the published literature, there is wealth of evidence demonstrating the positive impact that NGs can offer. Cooper and Whitebread (2007) stated that published studies have tended to be retrospective and to chart the progress of pupils in NGs over time, often using the Boxall Profile (Bennathan & Boxall, 1998) as a measure of pupil progress. 

The Boxall Profile is a detailed normative diagnostic instrument (Bennathan & Boxall, 2000), which can be used to measure a child’s level of emotional and behavioural functioning, including behaviour associated with academic engagement. It is divided into two sections: the Diagnostic Profile (34 items), which describes ‘behaviours that inhibit or interfere with the child’s satisfactory involvement in schools’ (Bennathan & Boxall, 2000, p.7), and the Developmental Strands (34 items) which describe ‘different aspects of the developmental process of the earliest years’ (Bennathan & Boxall, 2000, p.7). A sample item from the Diagnostic Profile is ‘abnormal eye contact and gaze’ and a sample item from the Developmental Strands is ‘listens with interest when the teacher explains something to the class’. Each item is scored on a Likert-type scale. Positive progress over time on the Diagnostic Profile is denoted by a declining score, whilst positive progress on the Developmental Strands is denoted by a rising score. The Boxall Profile is routinely used by trained staff in NGs. Social and developmental targets for individuals are devised on the basis of this assessment (Cooper & Whitebread, 2007). The profile is completed by the class teacher or the member of staff in school who knows the child best (Cooke et al., 2008). One disadvantage of the measure, however, is that ratings are subjective. 

The success of NGs has been documented by the Warnock Committee (DES, 1978). Also, the Excellence for all children: Meeting special educational needs (DfEE, 1997) paper stated that NGs provide a good example of early identification and intervention for children with SEBDs (Sanders, 2007).

One often quoted study (Gerrard, 2006; Cooper & Whitebread, 2007; Sanders, 2007) that charted the progress of pupils in NGs over time, using the Boxall Profile (Bennathan & Boxall, 1998) as a measure of pupil progress, was carried out by Iszatt and Wasilewska (1997). The study found that, of 308 children placed in six NGs in Enfield between 1984 and 1998, 87 per cent were able to return to the mainstream class after attending a NG for less than one year. This group was revisited in 1995 and it was found that 83 per cent of the original cohort were still in mainstream placements with only four per cent requiring special educational needs (SEN) support beyond the schools’ standard range of provision (Stage 3 and above of the 1994 SEN Code of Practice; ‘Action Plus’ level of provision under the 2002, revised SEN Code of Practice). Thirteen per cent of students in the original cohort had statements of SEN, and 11 per cent were referred to special school provision. These findings were contrasted with data on a non-matched group of 20 mainstream pupils who had been identified as requiring NG placement but for whom places had not been found. A much higher level of persistent difficulties was found in this group. Only 55 per cent of children were found, by 1995, to be coping in mainstream classrooms without additional support and 35 per cent were placed in special schools. It is difficult, in the absence of adequate matching measures, to interpret the significance of differences in outcomes for the two groups. However, the positive performance of the majority of the NG cohort was consistent with studies of staff perceptions of the effects of NG placement assessed in other studies which indicated improvements in pupils’ social skills, self-management behaviours, confidence and self-awareness, and skills for learning and approaches to learning (Cooper & Lovey, 1999; Doyle, 2001; Boorn, 2002). 

Cooper et al. (2001) researched the effectiveness of NGs in the UK nationally. They investigated gains for CYP’s personal, social and educational development. The results of their research suggested that children with SEBDs placed within NGs were more likely to remain within mainstream schools than CYP in a comparison group of non NG attending CYP. There were significant gains on all measures of behaviour for CYP in NGs in contrast to the comparison group. They also made measurable academic gains (Sanders, 2007). Whole-school gains were also noted. For example, staff were found to speak more positively about CYP with SEBDs, were more likely to adopt nurturing principles within their classroom practice, and strategies developed within the NG were incorporated within the whole-school policy. Teachers generally reported that they felt more empowered to meet the needs of pupils who attended the NG (Sanders, 2007), to manage difficult students and had a greater awareness of social and emotional factors which might affect learning. Positive outcomes of NGs were also found for parents (Binnie & Allen, 2008), as they reported that their children’s attitudes towards school had improved and that they were more motivated to attend. Parents additionally reported that they felt more optimistic about the potential of their child to remain within a mainstream setting. 

O’Connor and Colwell (2002) assessed the performance of 68 five-year-old children, in three NGs, over a mean period of 3.1 terms. Using Boxall Profile data, they found statistically significant mean improvements in relation to social engagement, cognitive and emotional development, and behaviours indicative of secure attachment. After two years, Boxall data were also reported on an opportunity sample of the original cohort. Findings suggested that many of the improvements had been maintained, although there was evidence of relapse in some areas of social and emotional functioning. These findings could be interpreted to suggest that, for generalisation and maintenance of effects to be optimised, CYP who have had a successful experience within a NG continue to require some additional support of a type that reflects key features of NGs that are not easily replicated in the standard mainstream classroom. These features are likely to include the high level of individualised interaction that takes place between pupils and members of staff across a range of academic and social activities, the small group size and the relative predictability and simplicity of the daily routine. If this is so, it implies the need for a careful review of certain fundamental assumptions underpinning the ways in which mainstream classrooms are organised and structured (Cooper & Whitebread, 2007).

Cooper and Whitebread (2007) carried out a longitudinal study, over two years, in which the progress of 546 CYP, with a mean age of six years and five months, was charted across a range of measures. CYP from 34 schools with NGs were studied. The schools were spread across 11 LAs of varying sizes, including urban, rural, metropolitan and unitary types. The LAs were geographically diverse, representing English LAs in the north-east, central northern, Midlands and south-east areas of England. The LAs reflected varying levels of social deprivation, although all of the NGs represented in this study were located in schools serving areas of relatively high deprivation and low educational attainment, as measured by Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 SATs results. All schools were in the lowest quartile of the SATs league tables in their LAs. Levels of SEBD were assessed and monitored for all participants using the teacher version of the Goodman Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) (Goodman, 1997; 1999), which was completed by mainstream teachers, and relates to pupils’ behaviour as observed in the mainstream classroom setting. The SDQ is a 25-item behaviour screening questionnaire that measures five subscales: hyperactivity, conduct problems, emotional symptoms, peer problems (which contribute to a ‘total difficulties’ score) and pro-social behaviour. Within Cooper and Whitebread’s (2007) study, the SDQ was used to establish mainstream teachers’ perceptions of each child’s social, emotional and behavioural functioning. CYP attending the NGs were also assessed using the Boxall Profile (Bennathan & Boxall, 1998) (completed by the NG teacher). This instrument provides much greater detail than the SDQ and requires a considerable amount of time to complete. Consequently, it was not considered appropriate for use by mainstream staff or with controls in this study.

SDQ and Boxall data were gathered on all CYP on entry to the NGs. These measures were repeated during the second and fourth terms of their attendance in the NG or, if this occurred sooner, upon their full-time return to a mainstream class. In addition, academic progress data were gathered at the commencement of NG attendance. Parent questionnaires were administered at the end of the first term of their children’s attendance in the NG and parent and teacher interviews were carried out twice over the period of the study. Comparison group data were taken over the same time scale using the SDQ only. Where the SDQ data were gathered on NG pupils this was provided by mainstream teachers only and is, therefore, an indicator of the NG pupils’ perceived performance in the mainstream setting (Cooper & Whitebread, 2007).

The findings of Cooper and Whitebread’s (2007) study led them to conclude that NGs appear to add significantly to the positive work that mainstream primary schools undertake with SEBD pupils. An unexpected finding was that schools with NGs appear to work more effectively with pupils who have SEBD who do not attend NGs than schools where there is not an NG on site. Schools with NGs achieved significantly higher gains for pupils with SEBD (both in the NG and in the mainstream) than schools without NGs. Whilst mean rates of improvement in social, emotional and behavioural functioning were observed over four terms in NG schools (and most markedly in Terms 1 and 2), mean scores for matched pupils in schools without NGs declined over Terms 1 and 2. The resulting data from the study indicated that the presence of an effective NG adds value to the work that schools do with the wider population of children with SEBD. In addition, the data indicated that mainstream staff develop more ‘nurturing’ approaches towards pupils as a result of their interactions with NG staff. 

While the results provide support for the effectiveness of NGs, Cooper and Whitebread (2007) stated that the complexity of factors involved in promoting the kind of institutional change suggested by these findings is immense. For example, data were not collected concerning the antecedent conditions in NG schools. One explanation for the whole-school effect might be that there was a state of readiness in these schools that encouraged a philosophical bias towards the NG approach and encouraged staff to perceive the need for additional provision for CYP with SEBDs. Alternatively, it might be that classroom practices were influenced by the active presence of a NG and the communication among staff that went on around this presence. An important aspect of the NG effect, as measured by SDQ and Boxall data, was that improvements in social, emotional and behavioural functioning did not appear to improve significantly after Term 2. However, significant improvements in behaviours associated with engagement in academic tasks continued into the third and fourth terms. For pupils in NGs that had been established for two or more years, these improvements were statistically significant, when compared with the improvements experienced by mainstream SEBD controls. These findings suggest that the effectiveness of NGs improves over time, as NG staff and the school as a whole become more expert in working with the approach. It appears that the more intensive experience of NG staff leads to increased competence over time. The wider implications of these findings lead us to consider some of the taken-for-granted features of many mainstream classrooms. The fact that many pupils are enabled to generalise the social-emotional and academic engagement improvements accrued in the NG to the mainstream, after a relatively brief period of time in the NG, is encouraging but it poses many questions, for example, whether pupils who have had a successful experience of NGs continue to require some additional support of a type that reflects key features of NGs that are not easily replicated in the standard mainstream classroom, as suggested by O’Connor and Colwell (2002). 

Cooper and Whitebread’s (2007) study indicates that NGs are a highly promising form of provision for CYP with a wide range of SEBDs. This confirms the findings of other, retrospective studies, and adds insight into the differential effects of NGs in relation to the social, emotional and behavioural characteristics of pupils, particularly in terms of the relationship between these characteristics and the generalisation and maintenance of positive effects. There is also good evidence to suggest that successful NGs contribute to the development of what has been referred to as the ‘nurturing school’ (Lucas, 1999; Doyle, 2003). However, the possibility that the ‘nurturing school’ may not be able to effectively cater for certain CYP when they are transferred to the mainstream, but who did well in the NG, may be taken to highlight the context-dependent nature of certain kinds of pupil difficulty, and the need for mainstream classrooms to be reconceptualised in a way that is informed by an understanding of educational nurturing.

March and Healy (2007) published findings from a large cohort of parents and reported overwhelming parental support for NGs. Specifically, they reported that parents felt NGs had demonstrated a positive effect on the skills of their children in two main areas: 1) social skills such as turn taking, sharing, recognising feelings; 2) academic skills such as being organised, showing independence and listening. In addition, this study showed that, following the NG intervention period, parents reported their children were more motivated to attend school and that their attitudes to school had improved (Sanders, 2007). Parents also felt increasingly optimistic about the likelihood for their children to remain within mainstream settings (Sanders, 2007). Parents also perceived their child more positively and as a result reported improved parent–child interactions (Binnie & Allen, 2008).

Much of the evidence suggests that the application of NPPs (and, therefore, psychodynamic/attachment concepts and practices) is valuable. Consequently, a role for the EP in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings is also likely to be valuable, if required by the settings.
 
Some of the negatives that have been reported in relation to NGs have been highlighted by Sanders (2007). Sanders (2007) argued that members of NG staff have often required support in shifting their focus from providing solely academic activities, to providing activities based on NPPs, with the main aim of developing social and emotional competence. The influence of ‘outsiders’, such as representatives of the local authority (LA), gives credibility to adopting and maintaining this approach and this is something that EPs are best placed to support with.

Sanders (2007) also highlighted that class teachers have expressed concern about their pupils’ limited access to the curriculum whilst in the NG. However, they recognised that the children had not been accessing the curriculum in the mainstream classroom in any case. A potential role of the EP, therefore, may involve reassuring mainstream class teachers of the long-term benefits of the NG and the application of NPPs. A further disadvantage of NGs that has been reported by mainstream class teachers involves a perceived loss of relationships with NG CYP (Sanders, 2007).

A further negative is that other members of staff sometimes perceive NG staff to be having an ‘easy time’, as they do not have to respond to the demands of the National Curriculum and only have a small group of children to educate. NG staff can become demoralised when changes are not recognised by others and reassurance from outside agencies, again, can prove highly beneficial in such circumstances (Sanders, 2007). This is something that EPs may be able to support with, for example, through whole-school training.

Sanders (2007) stated that NGs are more effective when they receive support from both within the school and from the LA. The role of EPs, according to Sanders (2007), has been recognised as beneficial in providing ongoing support for NG staff, in contributing to quality assurance, in coordinating the initiative within the LA and in communicating about other groups to other LA agencies. 

Taylor and Gulliford (2011) stated that the extent and nature of NG provision has varied considerably across LA settings, with factors such the presence of experienced practitioners, prior history of such provision, and even proximity to key theoreticians in this area apparently influencing the availability of provision (Cooper, et al., 2001). Variance is also evident in the way that NGs operate, with some considerable differences observable in the way that NG philosophy is unfolded into practice (Cooper & Tiknaz, 2005). However, despite such variations, the studies discussed above, regarding the effectiveness of NGs, suggest that in addition to offering specific support and producing positive outcomes for CYP with SEBDs, NGs can impact on the ability of the wider school to support this group of children. In addition, they can influence the parent’s perception of their child and, therefore, improve the parent-child relationship (Binnie & Allen, 2008). 

With outcomes such as these, it is hard to argue against the provision of NGs or against the concept of there being a role for EPs in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. However, despite Sanders’ (2007) acknowledgment that the role of the EP is beneficial, the question is, ‘what is the EP role?’ The potential roles for the EP within nurture, particularly with regard to Randall’s (2010) suggestions, will now be discussed. 

2.4) The Potential Roles of the EP in Supporting and Developing Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs) in Educational Settings

Rackett and Holmes (2010) argued that EPs frequently examine the nature of their role. They highlighted that this discussion has intensified over the last ten years, due to the introduction in the UK of legislation resulting from The Victoria Climbié Inquiry (The Health Committee, 2003) and the Every Child Matters (ECM) Framework (DfES, 2004a).

It has been argued that the distinctive role of the EP is, generally, difficult to define because other agencies (for example, specialist teachers, clinical psychologists and school advisors) have roles that can be seen as similar to some of the EP’s role. EPs, therefore, need to make their specialist roles clear to their stakeholders so that these roles can be perceived as valuable (Ashton & Roberts, 2006). This is especially important as, according to Boyle and Lauchlan (2009), the core functions of the EP and the expectations of schools seem to be at odds with one another and also because the ECM agenda (DfES, 2004a) increased the importance for EPs to work within multi-agency contexts (Ashton & Roberts, 2006).

EPs continue to find it difficult to define their role, according to Ashton and Roberts (2006), although similar core functions of the EP have been highlighted by different researchers. The “Review of the Provision of Educational Psychology Services in Scotland” (also known as the Currie Report) (Scottish Executive, 2002) outlined five main areas of EP work. These included research, training, assessment, consultation and intervention. These five core functions should be delivered at three levels, including at the LA level, at the whole-school level, and at individual child, group or family level (Boyle & Lauchlan, 2009). Similarly, the Department of Education and Employment Report (DfEE, 2000) and Farrell et al. (2006) suggested that the main functions of EP work occur within multi-agency work, within schools (primary, secondary and special) and within early years work. 

Rackett and Holmes (2010) stated that reviews on how educational psychology can best contribute to society indicate that this profession is ideally placed to develop assessments and interventions to facilitate secure attachment. The UK Department of Education’s initial review of the EPs’ role (2000) highlighted that the application of psychology is crucial, paving the way for EPs to be viewed as one of several applied psychologists. Rackett and Holmes (2010) highlighted that the ECM (DfES, 2004a) outcomes fit well with attachment research, given that insecure (particularly disorganised) attachment has been demonstrated to have poor outcomes in all areas covered by ECM (see section 2.1 for examples of how insecure attachment can result in poor outcomes). Similarly, the UK document promoting inclusion, Reducing Barriers to Achievement (DfES, 2004b), can also been seen as supportive of attachment work, as we know that having an insecure attachment is one of the greatest barriers to achieving one’s potential (Rackett & Holmes, 2010). The Booker Report (Booker, 2005), whose aim was to make recommendations about how best to protect children from harm, demonstrated that joint working is vital to ensure early intervention (Rackett & Holmes, 2010).

The Farrell et al. (2006) review of EPs’ work also highlighted multi-agency collaboration and concluded that EPs should work in areas where they maximise their psychological knowledge and skills, undertake more therapeutic interventions and have a stronger research component to their role. Additionally, the idea of EPs as ‘community psychologists’ has developed (Fredrickson, Miller, & Cline, 2008), emphasising a more active and broader role for EPs in applying their psychological knowledge and skills. The growth of positive psychology has paralleled these developments (Boniwell, 2006), which emphasises preventative work. All the evidence and reviews suggest that EPs are in an excellent position to make a substantial contribution to the field of attachment work (Rackett & Holmes, 2010).

As I am aware of only one article, written by Randall (2010), which has focussed specifically on the potential role of the EP in relation to nurture, and because Randall’s (2010) article provided inspiration for the current study, the suggestions outlined by Randall (2010), regarding the EP role, will be discussed in detail, below. 

Randall (2010) stated, at the beginning of her paper that, ‘ATTACHMENT MATTERS’ (Randall, 2010, p.87). She argued that we know this because of work spanning over half a century based on Bowlby’s theory and, more recently, because of developments in neuroscience (Cozolino, 2006) that  illustrate strong evidence of the physiological impact of early interaction on brain development. 

Hardy (2007) stated that, according to Schore (1994), the affective exchanges between caregiver and infant lead to the creation of neural networks (particularly in the right hemisphere) and provide a foundation for neurological development that will influence the infant’s personality and relationships with others throughout life. Neural activity within the right hemisphere creates and maintains continuity of inner affective experience amidst external changes. This continuity is experienced subjectively as a sense of self. The right hemisphere, in addition, has extensive reciprocal neural connections to the autonomic nervous system and, therefore, also regulates physical reactions to affective stimuli. Furthermore, the right hemisphere is dominant in the reception, interpretation, and communication of emotion, and optimal functioning in these areas is an essential component for empathic interpersonal experiences. Schore (2002) argued that attachment constitutes “synchronized dyadic bioenergetic transmissions” between caregiver and infant (p.444). The caregiver’s ability to process and modulate affective states and provide this structure to the infant is the most important factor in the infant’s early brain development. Schore (2002) also suggested that the maintenance of equilibrium and homeostasis in infants’ central and autonomic nervous systems is dependent on their reciprocal interactions with caregivers. The infant’s nervous system must expend large amounts of energy to maintain equilibrium independently if the relationship is disrupted. When this energy expenditure fails, the right hemisphere goes into a state of shock that leads to dissociation and stalls normal development, as it is unable to maintain coherent neural connections. When both internal and external regulatory systems fail, a sense of hopelessness (loss of predictable outer structure) and helplessness (inability to self-maintain) could result. 

Further evidence of the physiological impact of early interaction on brain development comes from Sunderland (2007). She stated that that for several years, science has been revealing that key emotional systems in the human brain are powerfully moulded by parenting experiences- for better or worse. Scientific information is now available about the impact of different ways of parenting on a child’s brain. Particular ways of responding to children establish pathways in their brains to enable them to manage emotions well, think rationally under pressure, and calm themselves down without recourse to attacks of anxiety, angry outbursts or, in later life, smoking, alcohol and drugs. 

Human brains are made up of a core reptilian brain, a lower mammalian brain, and a rational brain, each of which are connected by a network of nerves, where each nerve has its own special function. The reptilian brain is the most ancient part of the human brain and is instinctive, controlling behaviour relating to survival such as hunger, digestion and breathing. The mammalian brain is also known as the emotional brain or the limbic system and it activates rage, fear, caring and nurturing, separation distress, social bonding and lust in adults. The rational brain is also known as the ‘frontal lobes’ and was the latest part of the brain to evolve. The functions and capacities of the frontal lobes include problem-solving, creativity and imagination, reasoning and reflection, self-awareness, kindness, empathy and concern. Sometimes, the three brains work in a coordinated manner and, with the activation of positive emotional chemicals, they bring out the best in humans. However, at other times, certain parts of the brain, or particular chemicals, are in the driving seat. This can make people act in ways which cause misery to themselves and others. When humans feel unsafe, psychologically or physically, impulses from the reptilian and mammalian parts of the brain can hijack higher human functions and we can behave like threatened animals. We can experience “fight-or-flight” reactions that lead us to move into anxious behaviour or to lash out with rage (Sunderland, 2007).

A child’s rational brain is underdeveloped in the first few years of life. Consequently, the reptilian brain is in control and the primitive impulses in their lower brain easily overwhelm them at times, causing outbursts of distress, screaming and rage. This is not the child being naughty but is a fact about the immaturity of the human brain. Their higher brain has simply not developed enough to be able to override the negative feelings and calm them down (Sunderland, 2007).

Parents, however, can influence the activation of key systems and functions in their children’s brains and the way in which the three brains interact. They can influence their children’s brain development so that their higher brain will be able to manage these primitive lower brain reactions effectively- at least for the majority of the time. It is on the frontal lobes of a child’s brain that emotionally responsive parenting has a dramatically positive impact (Sunderland, 2007). Sunderland (2007) stated that parents have a great deal of influence over how their children’s brains develop, particularly over the first five years of life, as there are critical periods of brain growth during this time. Connections are made within the brain at a rapid rate during this time, directly due to the influence of a child’s life experiences with their parents. Everything a child experiences with their parents forges connections between cells in the frontal lobes. The brain is ‘wired up’ in this manner so it is able to adapt to the environment in which it finds itself. However, this adaptability either works for or against the child. For example, if a child has a bullying parent, they can begin to adapt to living in a bullying world, with all manner of changes in brain structure and brain chemical systems, possibly resulting in fear reactions or heightened aggression, hypervigilance or heightened attack/defence impulses in the reptilian part of their brain. The way parents listen to, cuddle, comfort and treat their children when they are being ‘naughty’ are of real significance and it is during such times that parents can influence whether their children will thrive or fail in later life. Vital connections will form in children’s brains with emotionally responsive parenting, enabling them to cope with stress in later life, manage anger well, form fulfilling relationships, be kind and compassionate, have the motivation and will to follow their dreams and ambitions, and be able to love intimately and in peace. 

When a child is not given enough help with their primitive impulses and intense lower brain feelings, their brain may not develop the pathways to enable them to manage stressful situations effectively. Consequently, they may never develop the higher human capacities for concern or the ability to reflect on their feelings in a self-aware manner. Not helping a child with their ‘big’ feelings can mean that their brain’s key response systems are in danger of being permanently wired as ‘over-reactive’. This would result in difficulties in switching off their over-sensitive alarm systems in their lower brain. As a result, their perception of events is coloured with feelings of major difficulties or threat (Sunderland, 2007).

Sunderland (2007) argued that when parents help their children with their big feelings, many cells in their frontal lobes begin to form pathways connecting with those in their reptilian brain. Over time, these pathways begin to control the primitive impulses of rage, fear or distress in their reptilian brain, enabling them to think about their feelings, rather than simply discharging them in some primitive action (such as biting, hitting, or running away). Ways that parents can help their children to develop these pathways, according to Sunderland (2007) include:

	Taking their children’s distress seriously: Parents should attempt to notice how their child is experiencing an event and find age-appropriate words to use to meet them in their distress. They should communicate to their child that they have correctly understood the nature of their child’s distress by telling them in a language they can understand, for example, “You are so angry with me because I would not let you have the little red car in the toy shop”, rather than, “Want! Want! Want! That is all you ever do.” Even very young children benefit from this kind of understanding and, even if the child is not able to understand all the words, the parent’s calm tone of voice will get through.

	 Meeting their child’s feelings with the right voice and energy: with an energised, rather than a flat tone. For example, if their child brings them something with enthusiasm and delight, parents should respond with the same enthusiasm. If their child is furious, parents should respond in a manner that acknowledges their fury such as, “I can see that you are very angry with me”. 


	Being calm and offering clear boundaries: A key factor in parents managing their child’s intense arousal states is their ability to manage their own. Rather than burdening their child with their own negative feelings, parents should aim be there for their child’s feelings.

	Using physical soothing: Calming chemicals are released in a child’s brain as a result of physical affection. Consequently, parents should aim to respond to their child’s distress with calm, physical soothing. 

Randall (2010) highlighted that attachment issues are highly relevant to educational policies and health care. She also stated that secure attachment predicts social competence and educational outcomes (Weare, 2002). The rationale behind her article (Randall, 2010) was to disseminate and discuss the potential for EPs to influence LA policy and educational establishments in the area of attachment. This represents a move away from a purely behaviourist paradigm of managing behaviour to, instead, understanding behaviour. For CYP with insecure attachments, behaviour modification approaches may not work, and may even be damaging (Delaney, 2009). As such, Randall (2010) explored how EPs can develop the knowledge and skills of others to support CYP with attachment problems when behaviour management strategies have failed. 

EPs are the vehicles through which theory becomes evaluated and, through evaluating interventions, EPs can feed directly into policy-making. Randall (2010) pointed out that The Currie Report (Scottish Executive, 2002), which gave EPs the opportunity to describe the key features of the work of the EP, was written several years ago. She argued this has allowed EPs and their clients to see exactly what is on offer. Consequently, EPs can be confident and clear about what they do, across the full range (assessment and intervention, consultation, training, research and policy development) and can get on with translating attachment theory into practice. As NPPs are based on attachment theory, one way of translating attachment theory into practice is through the application of NPPs.   

Randall (2010) presented a case for the EP role, using the following categories: consultation, advice and training; casework, assessment and intervention; research and policy development; and early intervention to support secure attachments.

2.4)1. Consultation, Advice and Training

The consultation and training an EP provides to parents, carers, and to staff in schools is the key to the development of secure attachments in the future. EPs translate theory into practice and suggest strategies for the adults who are involved with the children on a daily basis. EPs tend to work through a chain of impact to conduct the least intrusive and most effective intervention (Randall, 2010).

Randall (2010) listed core areas in which EPs can influence the development of secure attachments, through consultation and training, including: providing advice and training on the implementation of strategies to promote social and emotional resilience; delivering training on implications of the theory and neuroscience of attachment on practice; and training and coaching to develop reflective practice in adults working directly with CYP with insecure attachments.    

Randall (2010) highlighted that a wealth of literature (e.g. Bomber, 2007; Delaney, 2009) has recently been published identifying strategies for supporting CYP with attachment difficulties. Geddes (2006), for example, presented a learning triangle, identifying the relationships between teacher, pupil and task. This is related to anxious/ambivalent, avoidant, and disorganised/disoriented attachment styles in the following ways: 

	Anxious/Ambivalent attachment: The pupil is anxious and uncertain, attention needing and dependent
Intervention: The relationship is the child’s pre-occupation and so, strategies including turn taking, smaller chunks of tasks, responsibility of tasks, a transitional object, explicit comments letting the child know the teacher is holding them in mind, and procedures for change in personnel/absence may be of use.

	Avoidant attachment: The pupil is indifferent and/or uncertain, may deny the need for support, and may be sensitive to the proximity of the teacher. 
Intervention: The task is the emotional safety barrier so routine, structure, independence and autonomy should be utilised in approach to the pupil.

	Disorganised/disoriented: The pupil is very controlling, anxious and challenging
Intervention: As the relationship and the task are problematic, use structure, routine and support, plan for changes and have emergency procedures for disruption. Allow the child to sit close to the door for quick time out or to sit close to the teacher. Use mechanical, non-creative tasks to calm and plan transitions carefully.

An important part of giving advice, consultation or training on strategies is to liberate the adult from reliance on a behaviour modification approach to tackling the challenges presented by CYP with insecure attachment styles. However, the behaviourist model remains extremely useful in supporting educators to understand and manage challenging behaviour in schools. The issue concerns equipping teachers, parents and carers with strategies that are more appropriate to the individual CYP’s needs (Randall, 2010). 

Randall (2010) highlighted that training in the theory and neuroscience of attachment generates much interest in teachers, teaching assistants (TAs) and other members of school staff and most audiences are fascinated to hear about the extensive neuroscientific evidence (for example, as indicated on p.27-31) now available to support Bowlby’s original theories. This is something that the author, through experience, identifies with. 

Randall (2010) stated that generally, people appreciate how fundamental attachment is to a person’s development, and are able to acknowledge the role they play in supporting CYP with poor attachments. A vital message is that a school and a teacher can be a secure attachment figure (Edmonds, 1986; Gilligan, 1998).  

Also, an important message, to adults working with CYP with attachment difficulties, is that they should attempt to understand an individual’s attachment style as a coping mechanism, and a means of survival. Once this has been accepted, the next key message is that behaviour should be understood, rather than reacted to (Randall, 2010).

Bomber (2007) and Delaney (2009) in Perry (2009) provide useful ways for teachers to understand the behaviour of their pupils as communication. These include reframing the behaviour and looking for ways of noticing what is going on, and wondering aloud. Another critical message is that the chronological age of the insecurely attached individual does not match the stage of development or emotional age. Rygaard (2006) recommends dividing an attachment disordered individual’s chronological age by two, three or four in order to get an approximate developmental stage. As such, a common mistake that staff can make is in interacting with the individual above their level of development. For example, they may try to explain and reason with the individual, saying, “Now remember what I said to you” and, “I’m sorry that...” Doing this with an 18-month-old-baby would not work, and this may be the developmental level of CYP with attachment difficulties. Words do not count as much, as language has not gained control over action by this point (Randall, 2010). 

In addition, getting the point across to members of staff that CYP with insecure attachments are unlikely to be able to approach learning in a prepared, calm and organised way, is also vital. The disruption internal to insecurely attached CYP (for example, as described by Sunderland, 2007) contrasts markedly with the relative peace and quiet of CYP with well developed frontal lobes, developed in the early months and years of life as a result of consistent and contingent attunement from a primary care-giver. High levels of stress hormones, such as cortisol, may have impacted upon the individual’s ability to think and to develop self-control (Gerhardt, 2004). Providing a safe environment, in which CYP are able to learn, is critical in establishing a more conductive internal state for learning (Randall, 2010). 

Randall (2010) identified a role for EPs in coaching on personal reflection. She highlighted that being with or teaching CYP with attachment difficulties can be extremely wearing and stressful. EPs can explore this with members of staff, parents and carers, along with other professionals working with the CYP. The heavy demands placed on those living or working with children exist at a wider, systemic level. Multi-agency workers can often become confused, frustrated and exasperated by the actions and words of the CYP they are attempting to support. Randall (2010) argued that often, challenges arise as there are signs of progress. The EP can facilitate an explicit knowledge of this and adopt a problem-solving approach which protects the permanence and consistency required to maintain the young person. Individuals working with the CYP are likely to feel empowered as a result. Too often, this permanence and consistency is broken down because the behaviour of the CYP becomes so extremely challenging and difficult to understand. Members of the team-around-the-child (TAC) may feel compelled to give up, proving to the CYP, once again, that others cannot be trusted and relied upon. Gray and Panter (2000), Geddes (2006), Bomber (2007) and Perry (2009) have all stated that there is a need to acknowledge the potential for this to occur within the TAC.

Randall (2010) highlighted that EPs could support members of staff to embed the following messages into the climate of their classroom, as when conveyed to CYP (implicitly or explicitly), they may be extremely significant: You are welcome here; you belong here; you are safe here; I like you; I will help you understand; I will help you behave; you can explore and learn; and your feelings are ok with me. Most importantly, these messages should be sustained over time. In addition, they can be offered to any teacher to promote a nurturing environment, regardless of whether or not there are CYP with attachment difficulties within it. An important action for those working with CYP with attachment difficulties is to list significant dates and potential times of distress, such as birthdays, Christmas, New Year, Easter, anniversaries of deaths, Mother’s Day and Father’s Day. 

Randall (2010) argued that working with CYP with attachment difficulties has often tested the quality of multi-agency working. However, Randall (2010) suggests that effective approaches have included: meeting as a core group regularly, preparing and involving CYP as much as possible in meetings; each person explaining their role, what they hope for and what they can offer; and for a person-centred and soloution-oriented planning approach to be offered. 

2.4)2. Casework, Assessment and Intervention

Randall (2010) and Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) have highlighted that casework is the bedrock of EP practice and that service users have not forgotten this, despite the fact it could be argued that EPs have, on occasion. Members of staff in educational settings, therefore, are likely to request that EPs work with CYP at an individual level. Consequently, EPs could make a significant impact upon CYP with attachment difficulties, and upon their schools and families, through skilled assessment and intervention. Several well-known structured assessment tools can be used to assess attachment, including: The Strange Situation (Ainsworth & Bell, 1970); the Boxall Profile (Bennathan & Boxall, 1998); Q-Methodology (Waters & Deane, 1985); the CARE-Index (Crittenden & Claussen, 2003); The Manchester Attachment Story Task (Goldwyn, Stanley, Smith, & Green, 2000); and the Child Attachment Interview (Shmueli-Goetz, Target, Fonagy, & Datta, 2008). Ongoing and ecological assessment is vital and may incorporate the Adult Attachment Interview. The developmental stage of the child and past history are essential elements in making an assessment (Daniel, Wassel, & Gilligan, 2003), along with an investigation into how the attachment style operates as a protective factor, rather than a risk within a given relationship (Frodi & Thompson, 1985). 

Verbal accounts provided by parents usually provide a wealth of information and observation and case history supplements this. Consequently, Randall (2010) argued that attachment difficulties are often not difficult to identify. However, CYP are sometimes diagnosed with, and medicated for, ADHD, when there are often strong indicators of early attachment difficulties. Sometimes this has arisen from maternal post-natal depression, resulting in the mother and child dyad sometimes spiralling into a paradoxical painful dislike. NGs and Video Interactive Guidance have been used to promote effective interaction and parental attunement. A role for EPs here is to work with members of staff in educational settings, along with parents, to create the best learning environment possible for CYP by carefully considering the attachment style and relationships of children. This may be an area in which EPs themselves require training, not only for developing knowledge and expertise in using assessments, but also in considering and reconsidering ways to embed this into the range of service delivery. 

2.4)3. Research and Policy Development 

Randall (2010) highlighted that educational psychology is fortunate and blessed with the privilege, as a profession, of being forward facing. EPs have a duty to deal with the challenges and problems of the present in order to enhance the future. Consequently, historical, political and cultural perspectives have to be tackled, along with the uncertainty of the future for the profession and for education. Attachment is trans-generational and EPs can impact directly on the development of secure attachments by increasing the awareness, skills and knowledge of others with regard to the importance of developing secure attachment, both in school and at home. In addition, EPs have the research skills to investigate through individual case studies, or larger samples, what happens for vulnerable CYP. This may include, for example, looked after children (LAC) and CYP in receipt of EP involvement. LAs have responsibility for these CYP as corporate parents, and critical questions need to be answered including, for example, how corporate parenting can be safe, secure and of high quality, and how secure attachments can be promoted within a corporate parenting relationship. An example from reflective practice might include feeding back into the corporate parent (joint education and social care) system, at various points on a case, in an attempt to nurture a climate of learning from the mistakes and from the successes. Although uncomplicated, it is surprising how infrequently this is done. Randall (2010) emphasised the importance of translating the theory into practice and potential contributions to future policy. She stressed that EPs can do this more in their daily work. 

There are many other avenues for which research could influence wider national policy, according to Randall (2010), including, for example, the impact of child care options on attachment. She highlighted this as an important area, given the offer of ‘free’ childcare for nursery children between the ages of nought and three. Many questions should be asked regarding such policy development and EPs are well-placed to ask these. For example, what impact does one type of child care service have on attachment styles compared with another? Also, what are the key elements required for developing secure attachments within institutional organisational child care settings, and how do these compare and contrast with home-care provided by extended family or a childminder?     

2.4)4. Early Intervention to Promote Secure Attachments         











1) How do EPs’ perceptions of the value of activities identified to support and develop nurture principles and practices (NPPs) in educational settings differ? 

2) How do these activities match up to the literature on attachment and NPPs, in particular the six principles?












Within this chapter, Q-methodology will be explained and the reasoning for the adoption of this methodology within the current study shall be addressed. In addition, ontological and epistemological viewpoints adopted shall be discussed. The procedures undertaken within the current study will also be reported. Issues regarding validity and reliability, representativeness and bias, and ethics will also be highlighted. 

3.1) What is Q-methodology and why was it the Chosen Method for the Current Study?

Q-methodology was the method employed for data collection and analysis in the current study. Q-methodology (also referred to as Q-method- Venables, Pidgeon, Simmons, Henwood, & Parkhill, 2009) is an inverted technique of factor analysis (ten Klooster, Visser & de Jong, 2008). It owes its heritage to William Stephenson (1902-1989), British physicist and psychologist, who introduced the methodology in 1935 as an alternative to traditional qualitative and quantitative empirical methods. Q-methodology builds upon both qualitative and quantitative instruments for data collection and analysis and offers a scientific approach for studying subjectivity, while retaining the diversity, depth and individuality of a more humanistic approach. The quantitative element is present during data collection and analysis, when by-person factor analysis and correlation are the primary focus, but Q-methodology is first and foremost concerned with human subjectivity (Ellingsen, Størksen, & Stephens, 2010). The qualitative element is prevalent when resultant factors are interpreted (McParland, Hezseltine, Serpell, Eccleston, & Stenner, 2011). 

ten Klooster et al. (2008) highlighted that several researchers (for example, Amin, 2000; Brown, 1996; and Valenta & Wigger, 1997) commend Q-methodology for its potential to combine the strengths of qualitative and quantitative research. Stephenson believed that, by using the objective procedures of Q-methodology, subjective behaviour can be made amenable to reliable investigation.

Q-methodology is a long-established (Venables et al., 2009) technique for extracting subjective attitudes, opinions and viewpoints (Cross, 2005; Oh & Kendall, 2009). ten Klooster et al. (2008) stated that Q-methodology is specifically designed to identify groups of participants whose overall attitudes are similar, and to examine closely the differences with participants who have other views (Brown, 1996; Lecouteur & Delfabbro, 2001) It is, therefore, particularly useful in research that explores human perceptions (Akhtar-Danesh, Dehghan, Morrison, & Fonseha, 2011), such as was the focus of the current study. Q-methodology allows access to people’s subjectivity and makes it observable to the researcher (Parker & Alford, 2010). 

According to Combes, Hardy and Buchan (2004), Q-methodology is an approach which enables the researcher to co-construct the stories of many people. It was chosen for the current study as it is a flexible approach which can be utilised to construct meaning from individual experiences. It is a rigorous research methodology that is harmonious with the philosophical principles of person-centred approaches (Combes et al., 2004). Cross (2005) stated that Q-methodology is a more robust technique for the measurement of subjective opinion and attitudes than alternative methods, such as attitudinal questionnaires. It also preserves the richness of a person’s descriptions, which can be lost with more traditional methods. In addition, it allows the researcher to clarify and explain a person’s subjective experience by objectifying their perceptions (Oh & Kendall, 2009).

Venables et al. (2009) highlighted that Q-methodology has been used in a wide range of studies (see e.g. Hill, 1992; Simmons & Walker, 1999; Niemeyer, Petts & Hobson, 2005; Tuler, Webler & Finson, 2005; Johnson & Chess, 2006) in a variety of fields including, for example, medicine and business.  

Watts and Stenner (2005) argued that Q-methodology is primarily an exploratory technique and can, therefore, be seen as a precursor of the ‘grounded theory’ approach. Webler, Danielson and Tuler (2009) identified Q-methodology as fitting under the broad umbrella of ‘discourse analysis techniques’. Discourse analysis is a large category of methods which analyze texts to find underlying meanings or patterns. Q-methodology, like other methods to explore subjectivity, is self-referential- people completing the Q-sort are expected to respond to statements using internal yardsticks. An advantage of Q-methodology, over other forms of discourse analysis, is that the participants’ responses can be directly compared in a consistent manner, as everyone is reacting to the same set of statements. This is not usually the case in other kinds of qualitative discourse analysis. This was a deciding factor in adopting Q-methodology in the current study. 

Also when considering the methodology for the current study, one requirement was to gain as many perspectives as possible, regarding the value of a variety of activities EPs could undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings. As such, qualitative methods that, by nature, would focus on only a handful of participants (such as grounded theory and interpretive phenomenological analysis [IPA]) would not have met the current study aims as effectively. 

3.2)	The Difference between ‘Q’ and ‘R’

Stainton Rogers (1995) summarised ‘R’ methodology as the paradigm of traditional empirical psychology and the case for ‘Q’, as opposed to ‘R’, has been argued for by Brown (1997). Danielson (2009) stated that, in summary, the difference between Q-methodology and ‘R’ is that the former aims to find correlations among people across their responses to a set of statements, and ‘R’ aims to identify correlations among variables (such as, but not limited to, statements) across a set of people. Stainton Rogers (1995) highlighted that the ‘sample’, in Q-methodology, is composed of the items in the Q-sort and the people who complete the Q-sort are equivalent to the experimental condition in ‘R’ methodology. Stainton Rogers (1995) argued that Q-methodology begins with the notion of finite diversity. The aim is not to collect the truth, but to explore and collect the variety of accounts that people construct (Kitzinger, 1987). It is possible, therefore, to focus on the understanding of the people taking part and on their subjective experience. However, it is not the ‘constructors’ (participants) who are the focus of the approach, but rather the ‘constructions’ themselves (Stainton Rogers, 1995; Cross, 2005). Of interest in the current study were the potential roles in relation to NPPs and, therefore, the overall ‘constructions’ rather than the views of individual participants. This, again, made a case for adopting Q-methodology within the current study. 

Farrimond, Joffeb, and Stenner (2010) stated that Q-methodology is less naturalistic than interview techniques, as it requires participants to respond to pre-generated statements (Stenner, Watts, & Worrell, 2008). However, this allows for the direct comparison between Q-sorts in order to obtain, from a potentially huge number of combinations, a limited number of discrete patterns of statements (Brown, 1980). Q-methodology also differs from attitudinal scales or surveys in which the participant is subjected to measurement in a passive manner (Stenner et al., 2008). Within Q-methodology, the ‘active’ participant is free to understand and respond to the statements from their own subjective viewpoint to form their ‘gestalt’ viewpoint.  

Danielson (2009) argued that one reason for choosing Q-methodology is that it allows participants to express their subjectivity without confining them to the researcher’s categories. A Q-sort allows the sorter to construct a picture of their own viewpoint and to interpret each Q-statement in their own way. This contrasts with ‘R’ methodology, as here, the researcher presumes that a single meaning exists in relation to each question, through which they interpret all participants’ answers. However, the researcher’s priori assumptions do enter into the selection of participants, into the construction of the statements, and into factor selection and rotation in Q-methodology. 

A further advantage of Q-methodology is that, because the selection of statements is approached as sampling from a universe of possible statements on the topic, this method is better able to encompass the whole range of ideas that participants may have. ‘R’ methodology, in contrast, typically approaches the selection of statements as designing measurements of specific hypothesised psychological characteristics. Thomas and Baas (1992) argued you could say that Q-methodology generalises its results to the universe of ideas of statements about a topic (Danielson, 2009). 

In addition, ten Klooster et al. (2008) argued that a Q-sort is often a pleasant activity for participants to complete and highlighted that they seem to enjoy arranging the statements until they are entirely satisfied (Prasad, 2001) 

Advantages of ‘R’ methodology, that Q-methodology lacks, however, include the ability to generalise to a population of people and explanation using outside variables. Generalisability refers to the ability to state how prevalent a given perspective is in a larger group. Explanation using outside variables refers to the ability to show how a perspective relates to things outside the universe of topical statements from which the statements were drawn (Danielson, 2009).  

3.3)	Positionality Adopted within the Current Study

Ellingsen et al. (2010) highlighted that Q-methodology has a social constructionist ontology (nature of reality), based on the premise that people construct alternative accounts, embedded in historicopolitical and sociocultural contexts. As such, a social constructionist approach was adopted in the current study. Social constructionism emphasises that people construct reality through social interaction. As individuals engage in a process of construction, their knowledge is a creation of meaning, never objectively reflecting external reality. Through language, individuals interact and negotiate with one another and, in this process, meaning constructs or shared understandings are created. These understandings, or common sense knowledge, comprise the semiotic space in which we feel, think and act. By interacting in- and acting upon- this world of meaning, constructs are reproduced and changed, emphasising the dynamic nature of the process of social construction. 

Language is the core of social constructionism. Language does not represent a world outside language. It can only exist in social interactions and, in these contexts, language creates meaning and reality. Gergen (1994) argued that it is human interchange that gives language its capacity to mean and it must remain the critical locus of concern. From this viewpoint, reality does not exist outside language (Gergen, 2001; Ellingsen et al., 2010). Social constructionist researchers reject the notion that there is one objective reality that can be known and take the stance that the researcher’s goal is to understand the multiple social constructions of meaning and knowledge (Mertens, 2005). The current research was concerned with EPs’ perspectives and so, it was assumed that EPs would construct alternative accounts, in relation to the activities they viewed as most and least valuable, in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. 

The epistemological viewpoint within the social constructionist paradigm is that the inquirer and the inquired-into are interlocked in an interactive process, and that each influences the other (Mertens, 2005). Q-methodology fits with the epistemological aim to explore variability, rather than reduce it (Darwin & Campbell, 2009). It provides a framework to identify as many views as possible around a given topic and allows for the subjectivity of individuals’ viewpoints, while providing researchers with quantitative statistical techniques with which to analyse the data (Janson, Militello, & Kosine, 2008). 

3.4)	A Brief Outline of the Procedures Undertaken within Q-Methodology  

A brief outline is provided here, regarding the procedures and steps undertaken within a Q-methodological study, as this contributes to an overall understanding of the methodology. However, these steps will be explained in further detail during the ‘procedures’ section (see p.53), in order to highlight the reasoning behind choices made by the researcher, during various stages of the research, within the current study. 
 
Participants (referred to as the P-set and equivalent to the variables in R methodology- Darwin & Campbell, 2009) are asked to physically rank statements (referred to as the Q-set and equivalent to the sample in R methodology- Darwin & Campbell, 2009) on a given topic (Kreuger, van Exel, & Nieboer, 2008). Unlike traditional attitudinal research, items are assigned meaning through the contextuality of a participant’s response pattern (McKeown & Thomas, 1988), uncovering understandings and subjective viewpoints not clearly characterised as predefined attitudes (Darwin & Campbell, 2009). 

Ellingsen et al. (2010) argued that different phases are found in the literature with regard to Q-methodology. However, five steps that were implicitly drawn by Brown (1980- who further developed the principles and procedures of Q-sorting, following Stephenson- ten Klooster et al., 2008), are most consistent with Stephenson’s design. These include: 1) Identifying a concourse on the topic of interest; 2) developing a Q-sample (a representative set of statements); 3) specifying the participants for the study (the P-set) and conditions of instructions; 4) administering the Q-sort (rank ordering of statements); and, finally, 5) factor analysis and interpretation. Cross (2005), however, argued that the development of a Q-study has three stages: 1) The development of the Q-sample; 2) the Q-sort; and 3) the data analysis (Parker & Alford, 2010). 

Conversely, ten Klooster et al. (2008) stated that the Q-sort procedure consists of four steps. The first is the collection of relevant beliefs, ideas and opinions concerning the research topic. This collection is referred to as the ‘concourse’ (defined as ‘the discourse of everyday life’- Brown, 1991, p.3 in Parker & Alford, 2010, p.174) and can be based on various sources, including previous research, content analysis and interviews. Stainton Rogers recommended literature reviews and meetings (Combes et al., 2004). 

The second step, according to ten Klooster et al. (2008), involves formulating and selecting a meaningful set of opinion statements, resulting in the Q-sample. This is the research instrument in Q-methodology (Janson et al., 2008). Westwood and Griffiths (2010) argued that the sample statements are the most important part of Q-methodology studies, highlighting that they must incorporate every aspect of the topic under investigation. Combes et al. (2004) highlighted that it is essential that the researcher obtains different points of view on the topic of interest, from a range of people, when developing a Q-sample. In addition, Janson et al. (2008) highlighted that the goal in developing the Q-sample is to represent a given topic as comprehensively as possible. 

Statement selection, Parker and Alford (2010) argued, is a time-consuming and rigorous process and, if conducted properly, is highly structured (Watts & Stenner, 2005). Parker and Alford (2010) stated that all these features contradict the usual assumptions of qualitative methodologies as being somehow less internally robust than quantitative methods. It is during statement selection that sampling takes place, rather than in the choice of participants (although participants can also be sampled in order to gain a variety of different viewpoints), so rigour is vital (Brown, 1991; Watts & Stenner, 2005; Parker, 2008) (Parker & Alford, 2010). The resulting statements are numbered randomly and printed on separate cards (ten Klooster et al., 2008).  

































Parker and Alford (2010) stated that, while participants are required to fit all statements into the distribution, they are actively encouraged to indicate where they stop agreeing, are neutral, or start to disagree with the value of the statements. They can do this by indicating the transition from one point to another on the scoring grid. In addition, they can complete a comments booklet, containing all the statements, and these comments are included in the interpretive phase of the data analysis. 

There is no right or wrong way, within reason, to complete a Q-sort (Brown, 1991) and participants are able to rank the statements in a manner that best fits their experience. Watts and Stenner (2005) claimed statements can be sorted in many different ways, allowing a large number of gestalts to emerge. In support of this, Parker and Alford (2010) highlighted that Q-sorting provides the participants with an extremely large number of configurations, which is important given the potentially infinite number of subjective experiences that the method may encounter. While there may be an infinite number of activities EPs perceive as being more valuable to undertake, with regard to NPPs, a finite number of activities would be produced using the concourse in the current study. Sorting makes operant the ‘psychological relevance’ of the statements in relation to the topic of interest (Parker & Alford, 2010).   

The fourth step, according to ten Klooster et al. (2008), is the data analysis. This allows the researcher to interpret the Q-sorts (Combes et al., 2004). The Q-sorts are analysed using an inverted factor analysis and the analyses aim to identify overarching ‘profiles’ of how participants are similarly constructing and construing the topic under empirical investigation (Westwood & Griffiths, 2010). Two computer software packages are available that automate and standardise data analysis, enhancing the method’s feasibility for all researchers. These are: PCQ for Windows (Stricklin & Almeida, 2004) and PQMethod (Schmolck, 2002), which is freely available on the internet (ten Klooster et al., 2008) at http://www.lrz-muenchen.de/~schmolck/qmethod/down-pqx.htm (​http:​/​​/​www.lrz-muenchen.de​/​~schmolck​/​qmethod​/​down-pqx.htm​). PQMethod was the package utilised in the current study, due to its availability.  

The data analysis stage, in relation to the current study, is further explained in the ‘results’ section (see p.66), in order to highlight the reasoning behind choices made by the researcher, during various stages of analysis. 

3.5)	Validity and Reliability of Q-Methodology

Akhtar-Danesh, Baumann and Cordingley (2008) stated that the validity of a Q-study is evaluated by content, face, and Q-sorting validity. Content validity of statements is usually assessed by literature review, by a team of domain experts (Polit & Beck, 2008; Valenta & Wigger, 1997) and by pilot studies. Valenta and Wigger (1997) and Dennis (1992) stated that face validity of the statements is ensured by using participants’ exact wording in the statements, with only slight editing for readability and grammar, if possible. With regard to Q-sorting validity, Akhtar-Danesh et al. (2008) highlighted that no external criterion exists for evaluating an individual’s response to a particular statement (Brown, 1993). This is because Q-sorting is a subjective process and represents an individual’s point of view. Each individual’s set of rank-ordered statements, therefore, is deemed a valid expression of their opinion.





De Mol and Buysse (2008) stated that although Q-methodology explores diversity in understandings in a systematic way, it is not suited to address the issue of representativeness of particular understandings for particular classes of people. Q-sorts loading on a particular factor do not refer to the spread of the factor within the population and diversity of factor exemplars only gives an indication regarding the spread of the particular understanding within society. Research questions regarding representativeness require an appropriate methodology with larger samples. Webler et al. (2009) stated that a survey instrument could be developed, following the identification of perspectives in a Q-study, which asks a representative sample of a population the degree to which they agree with each of the perspectives. 

In addition to the issue of representativeness, Webler et al. (2009) highlighted that bias can enter into a Q-study during the data analysis phase, as the selection of a particular factor solution is a methodological value judgment. 











Table 3.1: Stages of Data Collection
Stages of Data Collection	Method/Activity
Stage 1	Identification of potential EP activities as a result of conducting Focus Groups (FGs),  administering surveys, and reviewing the attachment and NPP literature (the Q-sort concourse)
Stage 2	Thematic analysis of statements for the Q-sample
Stage 3	Q-sort activity (face-to-face and postal versions)
Stage 4	Analysis of the Q-sort data using PQMethod (Schmolck, 2002) 





3.7)2.1.	Recruiting Participants and Questionnaire Data

P-sampling is the sampling of participants from a P-population (the population base available for recruiting subjects who will participate in the Q-sorting process- Oh & Kendall, 2009). As previously mentioned, in Q-methodology, participants (rather than the statements) have the status of variables (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). As such, a Q-methodology study does not require a randomly generated or large participant sample (P-set- Janson et al., 2008). Ellingsen et al. (2010) stated that it is rare to have more than 50 people in a P-set (Brown, 1991/1992) and Webler et al. (2009) stated that typically, one to three dozen people are sufficient for a Q-study. In addition, they stated it is important to have fewer participants than statements, an argument that is sustained by the fact that participants are the variables in the context of Q-methodology (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Similarly, Brown (1980) recommended that 40 to 60 participants are more than adequate for most studies. He maintained that ultimately, factors with at least four or five persons defining each are of interest. Beyond that, very little is added by additional participants (Dennis, 1986). This is due to the fact that the objective in Q-methodology is to be able to describe typical representations of different viewpoints, rather than to find the proportion of individuals with specific viewpoints (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2008).

As the standard sampling procedure in Q-methodology is to actively gather the perspectives of those considered to have a distinctive point of view (Venables et al., 2009), the participants in the current study were selected based on their ability to provide a variety of viewpoints. EPs and members of school staff (although members of staff did not take part in the Q-sort activity, as it was EPs viewpoints that were the focus of the current study) were included, as it was acknowledged that these professionals might provide diverse perspectives on potential activities that EPs could undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings. Criterion sampling was utilised in the current study, as participants were selected on the basis that they met my criteria (Mertens, 2005), which will be explained below.

EPs were recruited through the use of email and ‘EPNET’. Participant information sheets (see Appendix 2a) and consent forms (see Appendix 2b) were emailed to all EPs who showed an interest in participating. Those who returned their consent forms by the deadline were recruited. As a result of recruiting participants via EPNET, they were employed as EPs nationally. It did not matter whether or not recruited EPs had any knowledge or experience in relation to NPPs, as they were selected based on their ability to provide a variety of viewpoints. It was reasoned that EPs with a lack of specific understanding of NPPs would be able to draw upon their knowledge of attachment theory and wider psychological paradigms and models, in order to participate effectively in the research. One aim of the current study was for all EPs, regardless of knowledge and experience, to be able to identify potential activities for them to carry out in order to support and develop NPPs in educational settings. In addition, a further aim was to seek the viewpoints of every variety of EP, for example, those working in different LAs with potentially differing views of NPPs. Recruiting participants with little knowledge and experience meant the statements in the resulting Q-sample were likely to include activities that less experienced EPs would feel comfortable undertaking. 

Members of school staff were also recruited to participate in the research (via email, with attached participant information sheets and consent forms- see Appendices 3a and 3b), although only for stage one (see Table 3.1, above) of the data collection. It was thought that members of school staff may have had different, but relevant, perspectives to add, in terms of activities they believe EPs could undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings. Including members of school staff would, therefore, contribute to the development of a Q-sample that would reflect the whole potential range of EP activities (as far as possible). The main requirement in recruiting members of school staff was that they did have to have an understanding of NPPs. This was considered important, as it was highly unlikely that they would be able to draw upon wider knowledge (as EPs with no specific knowledge of NPPs would be able to), in order to participate effectively in the research. Consequently, all members of staff who participated had either attended the NGN four day course or ‘Nurturing School’ INSET sessions, delivered by me. 

NPPs were defined, in a general manner, in the participant information sheets (see Appendices 2a and 3a) and throughout the research, so that all participants had enough understanding of the research topic in order to participate effectively. The NGN six principles of nurture were not shared with participants, as one of the questions in the focus group (FG) and survey stage was, ‘In supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings, what aspects of members of school staff’s and children’s learning and development, can EPs influence?’ If the NGN six principles of nurture had been made known, participants may simply have repeated them in response to this question. Obviously, some of the participants will have known about the NGN principles, but the aim was to not to encourage the participants to simply quote them. 

All EPs, who consented to participating in the Q-sort activity, were asked to complete a short questionnaire (see Appendix 4) during their first stage of participation in the study. This had the purpose of identifying demographic features and variables between the EPs, such as where they undertook their EP training and whether or not they had received formal nurture training. It was thought that these demographic features may affect the way in which EPs sorted the statements. This demographic information would provide qualitative insights into the findings during the data analysis phase. For EPs who took part in the survey condition, during stage one, the questionnaire was integrated into the survey (at the beginning- see Appendix 5a). However, for EPs who took part in the FGs, during stage one, the questionnaire was handed out separately (see Appendix 4), as the survey questions were worked through as a group, whereas participants could complete the questionnaire at their own pace. EPs who only took part in stage three (the Q-sort) were provided with the questionnaire at this point.  

3.7)2.2	. Participants in Stage 1 of the Data Collection: Focus Groups (FGs), Surveys and the Concourse

To begin developing the Q-sample, potential EP activities were ‘collected’ as a result of holding two focus groups (FGs) with participants who were local to me. The first FG included eight EPs from one North West educational psychology service (EPS) and the second included eight members of a North West nurture steering group. The steering group consisted of six EPs, a Specialist SEBD Teacher and a coordinator of a primary behaviour support team (previously a NGN trainer). Participants were not, therefore, randomly allocated to the FG condition. This was not particularly limiting, however, as Darwin and Campbell (2009) stated that, while attempts should be made to facilitate diversity of accounts, participants need not comprise a random group. Researchers, instead, should aim to describe a population of ideas rather than people (Stainton Rogers, 1995). The FGs took place in private rooms in which participants in the pre-existing groups usually met. No participants withdrew from the FGs at any point.

Surveys (see Appendices 5a and 5b) were emailed to the remaining 34 EPs (29 were returned) and 17 members of school staff (seven were returned) who had consented to participating in stage one of the research. Again, it did not matter that participants were not randomly allocated to the survey condition. 

3.7)2.3.	Participants in Stage 2 of the Data Collection: Thematic Analysis and the Q-sample

No participants were required to take part during stage two of the research. 

3.7)2.4.	Participants in Stage 3 of the Data Collection: The Q-sort Activity

Altogether, 45 participants completed the Q-sort activity. Fourteen participants, working in areas local to me, completed face-to-face Q-sorts (in my presence). Seven of these participants had taken part in the first FG during phase one of the research. Three were participants who were employed in the same authority as those who took part in the first FG, but who had been absent during the FG session. Two were from a second North West EPS and the final two were from a third North West EPS. Unfortunately, it was not practical to undertake further face-to-face Q-sorts, due to time constraints, and because many participants were not local to me. Consequently, Q-sort packs (see Appendix 6) were posted to the remaining 34 participants who had consented to take part during stage three of the research. (An additional three participants consented to participating in the Q-sort activity, but did not provide a postal address, or respond to emails asking if they were still willing to participate. As such, packs were not sent to these participants.) The Q-sort packs (see Appendix 6) were coded with a participant identification number so it was easy for me (but nobody else) to identify who had responded. Thirty-one of the 34 postal Q-sorts were returned. Four of the participants who returned postal Q-sorts were recruited during stage three, as a result of late interest in the study. 

3.7)2.5.	Participants in Stage 4 of the Data Collection: Analysis of the Q-sort Data

No participants were required to take part during stage four of the research. 

3.7)2.6.	Stage 5 of the Data Collection: Follow-up Data Collection

Participants during stage five of the research were those who had loaded most significantly on each of the factors (at 0.6 or above). See ‘Stage 5’ in the ‘procedures’ section (p.64) for further information.

3.7)2.7.	Special Requirements of Participants

None of the participants, taking part during any stage of the research, indicated any special requirements on their returned consent forms (see Appendices 2b and 3b) that needed to be catered for during participation. 

3.7)3. Procedures  

3.7)3.1 Stage 1 of the Data Collection: Focus Groups (FGs), Surveys, Attachment and Nurture Group (NG) Literature, and the Concourse

Ellingsen et al. (2010) highlighted that the first step in a Q-study is to identify the concourse. This refers to the communication of ‘vantage points’ or ‘viewpoints’ on a topic, which may also be characterised as a ‘communication of subjectivity’ (McKeown & Thomas, 1988; Thorsen, 2006). Communication of all possible aspects that may surround a topic constitutes the ‘concourse’. However, of course, such a concourse can never fully be known, but the sample of items should provide a workable estimate of it. 

The ability to communicate and share understandings about a topic is linked to a person’s knowledge, interest and experience of the topic. In general, an individual’s viewpoint may be understandable for others within the same group, even though they may not share the same view (Brown, 1991/1992). The concourse is rooted in knowledge (or communication) of which all individuals in the group are aware (Stephenson, 1980a). 

Cross (2005) stated that in order to develop a Q-set, ‘sampling’ must take place. The sources of sampling are commonly: Group and/or individual interviews; literature reviews; transmitted media output; or the cultural experience of the researchers (Stainton Rogers, 1995). The use of interviewing for the purpose of identifying a concourse is most consistent with the principles of Q-methodology (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). It is not advisable to use fully structured interviews, as this may override the rich qualitative nuances that individuals bring to the concourse. Donner (2001) suggested asking umbrella questions that allow multiple possible answers from the individual or the group if using FG interviews. 

The following FG and survey questions (these were the same- see Appendices 5 and 7) were used in the current study, with question 1 omitted for school staff (as it was specifically a question for EPs- see below). These were designed to explore the opinions of EPs and members of school staff, with regard to activities that are (and are not) valuable for EPs to undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings: 

1)	As an EP, what do you feel you are currently doing/what have you done to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings? 
1)	Ideally, given no constraints (time, resources, funding etc.), what would/should EPs be doing to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings?
1)	What do you consider is not part of the EP role in terms of supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings? 
1)	In supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings, what aspects of members of school staff’s and children’s learning and development, can EPs influence?

FGs are usually group interviews that rely on the interaction within the group (Krueger & Casey, 2000). This interaction is designed to elicit more of the participants’ viewpoints than would be evidenced in a more researcher-dominated interviewing. However, as previously mentioned, diversity and breadth of responses is important for the development of statements so that the participants’ diverse perceptions can be captured. Adopting a traditional FG method within the current study could potentially have increased group cohesion and, therefore, the likelihood of uniformity in responses. Consequently, the nominal group technique (NGT) was used within the FG meetings. Responses are generated independently within the NGT. The data obtained tend, consequently, to provide a valid representation of the implicit views of the group (Elliott & Shewchuk, 2002). In addition, the depersonalised format of the NGT is ideal for promoting meaningful disclosures where there is a power differential, hierarchical structure among members of the group, or some more dominant personalities, as was likely to be the case in the current study.

de Ruyter (1996) highlighted that the NGT consists of five stages. First, the topic is introduced by the researcher. Questions are presented in writing and the researcher ensures participants understand the written questions. Participants are asked to respond to the first question on a sheet of paper containing the question (rather than interacting- see Appendix 7). In the current study, they were made aware of the fact that there were no right or wrong answers, in order to reduce anxiety around ‘getting it wrong’ and to encourage them to express their real opinions. In response to the questions, participants were required to complete sentence stems (see Appendix 7) on their response sheets, as lengthy answers were not required. Another reason for this was that it was important that they answered in their own words (as a variety of responses that reflected the full range of views on the topic were required), rather than choosing from a list of possible options (as a closed survey format would require). The statements produced by the participants were to be thematically analysed (during stage two) and so, the sentence stems limited the amount of information to be analysed in order to produce the Q-sample. 

The second stage of the NGT involves the researcher asking the group participants, randomly, to voice one of the items they have recorded. These are recorded on a flipchart and this operation is repeated until all participants have donated one item. The whole process is then repeated until all items of each participant have been written on the flipchart. Additional ideas and views stimulated by the input from others, during the collection rounds, may also be expressed. No verbal interaction between participants takes place, however (de Ruyter, 1996).  

During the third stage of the NGT, all items on the flipchart are reviewed. Duplications are eliminated and the researcher ensures that participants understand all items. Discussion for the purpose of clarification may ensue.  

A voting procedure takes place during the fourth stage of the NGT, whereby the priority of each item is established (de Ruyter, 1996). However, within the current study, only stages one to three of the NGT were utilised, as the statements were to be ranked during the Q-sort activity. Once stages one to three of the NGT had been carried out for question one, the same was done for questions two to four in turn.

The FGs were digitally audio-recorded, as permission had been granted by all FG participants (see Appendices 2b and 3b). The purpose of this was to ensure that I did not miss recording any statements on the flipchart that had been volunteered by participants who had also not recorded these statements on their response sheets. The recordings were checked, following the FGs, and any statements that had been omitted from the response sheets and the flipchart were recorded. Due to the purpose of the audio-recordings, it was not considered necessary to transcribe them. The FGs ranged from 60 to 90 minutes in length and participants had been warned of the potential length in the participant information sheets (see Appendices 2a and 3a), prior to providing consent to participate. 

Before the FGs took place in the current study, a pilot FG was carried out with six local EPs and, consequently, alterations were made to the way in which the questions were presented. Namely, this involved the sentence stem for the response being repeated down the page several times (see Appendix 7), with the purpose of reminding participants of the question and that their responses needed to be in the form of short statements. 

In addition to the FGs, surveys were used in order to collect data from a larger amount of participants. The surveys were emailed to participants but they were given the option of returning their responses either by email or by post. The surveys were coded with a participant identification number so it was easy for me (but nobody else) to identify who had responded. Response rates were maximised by sending a polite reminder email to those who had not responded by the deadline. All the responses from questions one to four were cut and pasted (if returned electronically, using the participants’ exact wording, so as to not lose the intended meaning) or typed (if returned via the postal system, again using the exact wording) into separate documents (see Appendix 8). 

In addition to collecting statements for the Q-sample from the participants themselves, a systematic search of the relevant literature was carried out (Dudley, 2009) in order to identify activities that EPs could undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings (see Appendix 9).

3.7)3.2. Stage 2 of the Data Collection: Thematic Analysis and the Q-sample 

Ellingsen et al. (2010) stated that once the concourse has been identified, the next step is to develop a smaller, more manageable set of statements (as the researcher may end up with a relatively high number of statements when identifying the concourse), termed the Q-sample or Q-set (McParland et al., 2011). Webler et al. (2009) highlighted that the final set of statements used in the Q-sort is called the Q-sample, as it represents the larger concourse. Statements are identified to represent the different facets and complexity of the concourse (Ellingsen et al., 2010). Akhtar-Danesh et al. (2008) highlighted that the aim is to select a representative, though not necessarily exhaustive, set of statements from the concourse so that the Q-sample represents all the major viewpoints, feelings, ideas and opinions in the concourse. 

Researchers must decide, when designing a Q-sort study, on the numbers of items to be included and on the shape of the (forced) distribution. The complexity of the research topic corresponds with the number of items (Amin, 2000). Dennis (1988) stated that samples of 60 items or more are rarely necessary. However, Dudley (2009) argued a conventional Q-sample is usually between 40 to 80 items. Alternatively, Mrtek, Tafesse, and Wigger, (1996) stated that Q-samples are usually made up of 20-50 statements, which must be ranked using 7-11 piles. Similarly, ten Klooster et al. (2008) argued that the number of items in the piles varies, but usually assumes a near-normal distribution, with one or two items in the extremes, gradually increasing to 4-9 items in the middle piles. In spite of these suggestions, no specific guidelines are available with regard to the properties of different distribution shapes (e.g. Brown, 1971), despite considerable research having been carried out in this area, although Brown (e.g. 1971) argues that the shape makes no difference to the resulting factors. The distribution shape and range are usually arbitrarily designed to accommodate the number of items (Addams, 2000). Akhtar-Danesh et al. (2008) highlighted that the more statements there are, the more time is needed to order them. A study with 50 statements takes participants approximately 30 to 60 minutes to sort. Consequently, clarity of statements is essential. 

At this stage, it was necessary to define the instruction that would be given to the participants during the Q-sorting process (often referred to as the ‘condition of instruction’), as I needed to bear this in mind when reducing the number of statements, to ensure that all statements made sense in relation to the instruction. The sorting instruction given in the current study was:

Here are 60 statements describing activities EPs might carry out as part of their professional role to support and develop nurture principles and practices (NPPs) in educational settings. Please rank them from ‘least valuable’ to ‘most valuable’ according to how important YOU feel they are. Please place only one statement in each cell. You are able to move them around and change your mind. 

To extract the Q-sample in the current study, statements that provided unique viewpoints were preserved (Janson et al., 2008) and duplicates were discarded or reworded. I then repeatedly examined the concourse (Oh & Kendall, 2009) and combined similar statements that represented central ideas into a number of broad themes (as is typically done). These broad themes expressed a combination of the emergent similarities between statements, identified through thematic analysis, and my prior theoretical concerns. 

The extremely large initial set of statements in the current study (see Appendices 8a-c) was reduced to 60 statements (see p.73 and Appendix 10) following lengthy thematic analysis, based on the methods outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). Themes within data can be identified in two primary ways: in an inductive or ‘bottom-up’ way; or in a theoretical or ‘top-down’ way. In an inductive approach, the identified themes may bear little relation upon the questions that were asked of participants. They are not driven by the researcher’s interest in the topic. It is a process of coding data without attempting to fit it to a pre-existing coding frame. Conversely, a ‘theoretical’ thematic analysis tends to be driven by the researcher’s theoretical interest and is, therefore, more analyst-driven. A top-down, theoretical approach was adopted in the current study, as it was important that the identified themes related to the questions that were asked of participants. If this were not the case, the research questions would not have been addressed effectively.  
	
The final 60 statements came under five broad themes in the current study, including: theory and practice; working at a strategic level; consulting with staff with regard to the application of NPPs; logistics; and data (see Appendix 11). A Q-sample of statements had been selected from the larger corpus, ensuring that all identified themes were represented (Venables et al., 2009). The final selection was a subjective assessment but was constructed to err on the side of over-inclusion. However, the potential of Q-methodology to identify redundant items ameliorates this as a problem. Each of the 60 statements was then reviewed and evaluated on the basis of conceptual clarity, repetition, value judgements and relatedness. Items that were unclear were rewritten (Kiser, Medoff, Black, Nurse, & Fiese, 2010). 

Webler et al. (2009) stated that good ‘Q-statements’ are different from good ‘R’ or survey statements. Good survey questions have three qualities: First, each statement avoids double objects asking about only one thing at a time; second, they should be explicitly clear so that every participant interprets the statement in exactly the same way; and third, they are intended to be read and reacted to independent of all the other survey questions. Good Q-statements, however, do not have any of these qualities. The only quality they share with survey statements is that they should be short, easy to read, ‘stand alone’ sentences. One important quality of Q-statements is that they should contain ‘excess meaning’ and, therefore, be potentially interpreted in different ways by different sorters (Brown, 1970). However, too much excess meaning will make it difficult to compare the resulting perspectives. The important quality of statements is that they accurately represent what is said in the concourse. The thematic analysis approach into categories in the current study aided this. 

Once finalised, the statements were randomly numbered (visible on the front of the card), from 1 to 60, and printed onto individual cards (see Appendix 6) for Q-sorting (Ellingsen et al., 2010). The statements were printed in bold and, for many, examples were provided in italics to eliminate some of the ‘excess meaning’ (Webler et al., 2009). Particularly in mind here were the EPs who would be sorting the Q-set with little or no specific knowledge of NPPs. Providing examples did not fully take away the ambiguity of the statements, as EPs could still interpret them in their own way, using their own knowledge and experience. 

A Q-sort distribution grid was then created. A quasi-normal distribution was utilised in the current study, containing 60 cells, equal to the number of statements in the Q-sample (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2008), across a 13-point scale, to maximise the number of discriminations (Kiser et al., 2010). In addition, a Q-sort pack (see Appendix 6) was prepared for the Q-sort activity (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011), containing ‘Q-sort Activity Instructions’, ‘Distribution Grid Headings’ and ‘Q-sort Statements’, amongst other items. 

A sample of three EPs piloted the data collection instrument and provided feedback on ease of the task, clarity, length of time for completion, and general information about the process (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011). The pilot also allowed the statements to be checked for appropriate terminology (Darwin & Campbell, 2009). Piloting confirmed the comprehensiveness, balance and intelligibility of the statements. The EPs’ suggestions were used for further modifications of the instructions and instrument (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011). Alterations were made, as a result, to the extreme ends of the distribution grid (from two cells at ‘+6’ and four at ‘+5’, to two cells at ‘+6’ and three at ‘+5’, and the same at the opposite end of the grid), as the EPs stated they felt the outer ends did not graduate inwards gently enough. Consequently, the shape of Watts and Stenner’s (2005) distribution grid was adopted (see Fig. 1, p.46 and Appendix 6), as they had also used 60 statements in their study and the extreme ends graduated inwards more gently.

One concern regarding the potential outcome of the study (as Q-methodology highlights differences) was that all the participants may sort the statements in the same way statistically, resulting in a one factor solution (one viewpoint). However, the pilot study indicated that this was unlikely to happen, as the three EPs in the pilot sorted with different priorities. 

3.7)3.3. Stage 3 of the Data Collection: The Q-sort Activity

The next step is the Q-sorting procedure (Ellingsen et al., 2010). Oh and Kendall (2009) stated that the purpose of Q-sorting is to gain an individual’s impressions about the topic being considered (Stephenson, 1953). A Q-sort is a model of an individual’s subjectivity (Brown, 1986).

The participants were asked, during stage three, to sort the statements based on the condition of instruction presented on p.57. The statements had to be sorted into the fixed 13-point quasi-normal curve structured profile, ranging in value from ‘-6’ (least valuable) through ‘0’ (neutral/irrelevant) to ‘+6’ (most valuable) until a quasi-normal distribution of 60 statements was produced, which was considered to be a fair representation of the participants’ viewpoint. The number of items to be placed under each category was specified in the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ document (the response document) and on the ‘Distribution Grid Headings’ (see Appendix 6). Figure 2 (below) shows a Q-sort taking place:

Figure 2: A Q-sort Taking Place (taken from Bradley, 2009)  


In the Q-sort instructions (see Appendix 6), it was suggested that participants (to help them sort the statements into the distribution grid) should read through all the cards to gain an impression of the range of opinion (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011) and made a preliminary sort into three piles (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011; Darwin & Campbell, 2009; Dudley, 2009; McParland et al., 2011; Moss & Bould, 2009; Parker & Alford, 2010; and ten Klooster et al., 2008): 1) Statements they felt were more valuable; 2) statements the they felt were less valuable; and 3) those they had no strong feeling about and, therefore, felt should be sorted into the middle area of the Q-sort distribution grid (Ellingsen et al., 2010). The piles did not have to be the same size (Parker & Alford, 2010). They were then asked to rank-order the statements from ‘least valuable’ to ‘most valuable’ (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011), moving back and forth between their piles, selecting the items they found ‘least valuable’ and ‘most valuable’, working towards the centre of the grid where they arranged their most ‘neutral’ items into a ‘best fit’ distribution. Participants were free to move the cards until they were fully satisfied with the resulting distribution and until all positions were filled (ten Klooster et al., 2008). It was also stressed to participants, in the Q-sort pack (see Appendix 6), that there was no right or wrong way to complete the Q-sort, as the main aim was to draw out subjective opinion. As previously indicated, subjectivity indicates that statements may not have the same meaning for all participants and that they may actually mean quite different things to different participants (Stephenson, 1961a; Ellingsen et al., 2010). Responses were recorded on a response sheet containing a grid representing the forced distribution (see Appendix 6). An example of a completed Q-sort distribution grid is shown in Fig. 3 (below). Each number represents the number of the coinciding statement (Parker & Alford, 2010). 

Figure 3: An example of a completed Q-sort Distribution Grid





Webler et al. (2009) highlighted that the Q-sort is structured around a zero point that is presumed to have zero salience to the participant (a ‘distensive zero’). This is considered a point of no opinion, from which meaning extends in either direction. It is a good idea to have a balance of statements so that participants will sort half of the statements on the right side of the distribution and half on the left. This ensures the ‘distensive zero’ lies at the middle of the distribution. This is not the same as having half the statements worded negatively and half positively, as in a survey. However, without knowing what perspectives will emerge from the study, the salience a participant will assign a statement cannot be predicted. Creating a diverse Q-sample is wise, but does not guarantee that the middle of the distribution will be seen by all participants as zero salience. To get around this problem, Webler et al. (2009) asked each participant to draw a line, anywhere in the distribution, which demarcated ‘agree’ from ‘disagree’, in their study. This was drawn upon when interpreting the results of the Q-analysis. As such, participants in the current study were asked to indicate where on the sorting grid they stopped (or started) feeling the activities were more valuable for EPs to undertake to support and develop NPPs. 

Watts and Stenner (2005) stated that the next task for the researcher involves the gathering of supporting information from the participant. Open-ended comments are requested which can be done through the use of a ‘response booklet’ or post-sorting questionnaire. Post hoc analyses usually investigate: 1) How the participant has interpreted the items given especially high or low rankings in their Q-sort, and the implications those items have in the context of their overall viewpoint; 2) whether they would have included any additional items; and 3) whether the participant would like to pass comment on any of the items, for example, any they have not understood, or found confusing. Such open-ended comments are a vital part of the Q-methodological procedure, as they aid later interpretation of the sorting configurations (and viewpoints) captured by each of the emergent factors. Janson et al. (2008) asked participants a series of questions regarding their decision making process while sorting the cards. One of their questions involved asking participants to list statements they had difficulty placing and to describe their dilemma. Darwin and Campbell (2009) asked participants to complete a comments booklet (Eccleston, Williams & Stainton Rogers, 1997), recording information concerning sorting choices and reactions to statements.   

Consequently, participants in the current study, after completion of sorting, were asked to respond, in writing, to six ‘feedback questions’: 1) How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?; 2) what was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?; 3) what was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements’ in the ‘0’ position?; 4) was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements’ that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?; 5) were there any Q-sort statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?; and 6) would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or to sort, and why?). Participants in both the postal and face-to-face Q-sort conditions did this. However, in the face-to-face situations, discussions were held with the participants, around the feedback questions, in order to get a better feel for how they found the sorting process, why they placed certain items at the extreme columns (least valuable and most valuable), and so on. 

The main aim of gathering post-sort qualitative information is to explore each participant’s wider understanding of the issue, to discover why they have sorted the items as they have and to encourage them to focus on the meaning of particularly salient and important items. The most important function of this post-sorting data gathering is to achieve a richer, fuller and more detailed understanding of each participant’s Q-sort. This makes factor interpretation considerably easier and improves the quality of the researcher’s findings. The resulting factors need to be understood fully and as a whole and the gathering of good post-sorting information is vital to that process (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The post-sorting information was, therefore, used in the interpretation of the results (Kreuger et al., 2008) in the current study (see p.81-83 and p.84-86).

Face-to-face Q-sorts took place in the participants’ workplaces. They were given the Q-pack and asked to complete the task independently, as this was what the participants who received the Q-pack via the post had to do. The only difference (apart from discussion around the feedback questions) was that I noted qualitative comments and ways in which the participants sorted, in order to aid later interpretation of the results, for the same reasons outlined above.  

During interpretation, once a clear sense of a factor’s viewpoint begins to emerge, as the factor array has been studied, responses to feedback questions, qualitative comments from face-to-face Q-sorts and demographic information can be considered when studying the factor arrays for a second time. It is better not to do this when building an initial sense of a factor’s viewpoint, as this ensures that a factor array is approached on its own terms and prevents researchers succumbing to the temptations of preconception and expectation. 

As such, the responses to the six feedback questions and qualitative comments from face-to-face Q-sorts were read during the analysis stage. Comments from participants loading on Factor 1 were considered when interpreting that factor, and the same was done with comments from participants loading on Factor 2. This information fed into the qualitative data presentation (see p.81-83 and p.84-86).

Participants to whom the Q-sort packs had been posted returned their responses to me in stamped addressed envelopes provided. They had also been given the option of completing an electronic version of the response grid and emailing it to me. A polite reminder email was sent, following the deadline, to all nonrespondent participants (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011). I was initially wary of not being present during the majority of the Q-sort activities. However, Darwin and Campbell (2009) stated that postal Q-sorts have been undertaken in a range of studies (e.g. Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011; Darwin & Campbell, 2009; Eccleston et al., 1997; and McParland et al., 2011) and that the absence of the researcher does not appear to limit the process.    

3.7)3.4. Stage 4 of the Data Collection: Analysis of the Q-sort Data

Please see the ‘results’ section (p.66) for details of data analysis and interpretation regarding the current study.

3.7)3.5. Stage 5 of the Data Collection: Follow-up Data Collection

Originally, it was proposed that follow-up surveys or FGs would take place (see Appendices 2 and 3) in order to ask participants about the factors that had emerged from the data. However, instead, the factor interpretations were emailed to the participants who loaded most significantly on them (at 0.6 or above- see Appendix 12). The participants were asked to identify which interpretation most represented their viewpoint in terms of the value of potential activities that EPs could undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings. The results from stage 5 of the data collection are provided in the ‘results’ section (p.86- 87), under the heading ‘Stage 5: Follow-Up Data- Validating the Narratives’.














The results obtained during each stage of the data collection, as explained within the ‘methodology’ section (see p.39), shall be reported in this chapter.

4.1) Response Rate Regarding the Q-sort Activity

Forty eight Q-sort packs were distributed altogether (both face-to-face and postal) and 45 completed ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ (see Appendix 6) response sheets were returned by the deadline. This was an excellent response rate (94%), given that Aldrich and Eccleston (2000) argued that the 29.6% response rate in their study had been reported elsewhere as common (e.g. Darwin & Campbell, 2009). In support of this, Farrimond et al. (2010) stated that response rates of 50% and below are common, given the labour-intensive nature of this method. 

Of the 45 completed Q-sorts, two were discarded from the data analysis stage (stage four), as these participants had not returned the questionnaire. Consequently, I did not acquire demographic information for these participants and 43 Q-sorts were analysed, providing an adequate number to attain stability in the resulting factor structure (Brown, 1980). Table 4.1 (below) shows the stages and methods of data collection participated in by the 43 participants whose data was entered into PQMethod:

Table 4.1: Stages and Methods of Data Collection Participated in by Participants whose data was entered into PQMethod
Stages and Methods of Data Collection Participated in	Number of Participants
Survey and postal Q-sort	18
Survey and face-to-face Q-sort	5
First FG, questionnaire and face-to-face Q-sort	7
First FG, questionnaire and postal Q-sort	1
Second FG, questionnaire and postal Q-sort	5






The data from the current study will be presented in two ways: in quantitative form and in qualitative form. 

4.3) Stage 4 of the Data Collection: Analysis of Q-sort Data- Quantitative Data Presentation

When entered into PQMethod, the configurations (i.e. the entire Q-sorts) are submitted to a by-person factor analysis. They are inter-correlated with each other into a correlation matrix (Farrimond et al., 2010), indicating the degree of correspondence between participants (by-person), rather than the relationship between individual items (by-item), in order to explore attitudinal groupings. The initial correlation matrix, therefore, represents the relationship of each Q-sort to the other Q-sorts (ten Klooster et al., 2008). By-person factor analysis leads to the identification of groups (factors) loaded by comparably sorted Q-sorts (ten Klooster et al., 2008). The number of emerging factors depends on how the respondents performed (Brown, 1991/1992). The researcher does not know how many factors there will be in advance, or what structure they will reveal (Brown, 1991/1992; Elligsen et al., 2010). 





A decision must be made regarding the number of factors to retain for rotation and a number of techniques can inform this decision (Oh & Kendall, 2009). The ‘Kaiser-Guttman criterion’ (Watts & Stenner, 2012) is the most commonly used approach for deciding upon how many factors to extract from a data set and for deciding how many factors will remain in the final solution. The Kaiser-Guttman criterion is that only factors with eigenvalues of 1.00 or greater are retained (McKeown & Thomas, 1988; Stainton Rogers & Stainton Rogers, 1990; Watts & Stenner, 2012). This cut-off point is used because an extracted factor with an eigenvalue of less than 1.00 accounts for less study variance than a single Q-sort (see Watts & Stenner, 2005). However, it is now widely accepted that this criterion often results, particularly in the context of larger data sets, in solutions that contain an overly large number of factors (Kline, 1994; Wilson, Ruch, Lymbery, & Cooper, 2008) (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The Kaiser-Guttman criterion was adhered to in the current study.

In addition, the amount of variance that can be accounted for by the final set of factors is important. The factors should account for as much of the variability in the original correlation matrix as possible (Brown, 1980). Eigenvalues and variances are closely related, as they offer a clear indication of the strength and explanatory power of an extracted factor. High factor eigenvalues and variances are considered to be a good sign and variances in the region of 35-40% or above are considered to offer a ‘sound solution’ (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

An additional parameter which can assist the researcher, in determining an appropriate number of factors to retain, is to accept factors which have two or more significant (and unique) factor loadings following extraction (see the unrotated factor matrix [Watts & Stenner, 2005; Watts & Stenner, 2012] in Appendix 14- p.293). As such, this requirement was also adhered to in the current study. The following calculation was used to determine how many Q-sorts significantly loaded on a factor at the 0.01 level or above (Brown, 1980, p.222-3): 2.58 x (1 ÷ √No. of Items in Q set):

= 2.58 x (1 ÷ √60)
= 2.58 x (1 ÷ 7.7460- to 4 decimal places- dp)
= 2.58 x 0.1291 (4dp)

= 0.3330 rounded to +/- 0.33 (2dp)

A Q-sort, therefore, in the current study, significantly loaded on a factor (at the 0.01 level) if it had a value of 0.33 or above.

A further method that was utilised in the current study, when determining the number of factors to retain, was Humphrey’s rule (Watts & Stenner, 2012) which ‘states that a factor is significant if the cross-product of its two highest loadings (ignoring sign) exceeds twice the standard error’ (Brown, 1980, p.223). The standard error is calculated as follows (see Brown, 1980, pgs. 279-288 for an extensive discussion- Watts & Stenner, 2012): 1 ÷ (√No. of Items in Q set) (Brown, 1980, pg. 222):

= 1 ÷ (√60)
= 1 ÷ 7.7460 (to 4 dp)

= 0.1291 (to 4dp) rounded up to 0.13 (to 2dp)

Twice the standard error for the current study, therefore, was 0.26. 

Before the aforementioned parameters could be applied to the data, to aid in the decision regarding the number of factors to retain, I began by extracting a factor for every six Q-sorts, as suggested by Watts and Stenner (2012). As there were 43 Q-sorts, seven factors were extracted from the correlation matrix to begin with. This is the maximum number that can be extracted by PQMethod (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The extraction of seven factors was not accepted, as only four of the seven extracted factors were loaded on significantly (at 0.33 or above) by Q-sorts. The same was found when six and when five factors were extracted. When four factors were extracted, one of the factors was not loaded on significantly by any of the Q-sorts. As such, three factors and two factors, respectively, were extracted and analysed to investigate which would be a better solution of the two. In both potential solutions, all the factors were loaded on significantly by Q-sorts. As such, a two or a three factor solution could potentially have been adopted by the current study. However, it was found that the best solution, from a statistical perspective, was a one factor solution. In this case, 41 of the 43 Q-sorts in the study loaded quite highly onto that one factor at the 0.01 level (i.e. they had a value of 0.33 or above- the most inclusive value with regard to this solution) and the one factor explained 43% of the study variance on its own. 

However, the decision is not limited to statistical significance (e.g. Darwin & Campbell, 2009; Watts & Stenner, 2012) and an alternative number of factors can be accepted if they make more sense theoretically. As such, two and three factor solutions were investigated further, and the above parameters applied, in order to decide on the number of factors to retain. This decision was made because I, given my experience in relation to NPPs, found it difficult to believe there were not some qualitative differences between the viewpoints of the participants.  

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted with solutions generated for two and three factors. Although, statistically (at the 0.01 level), the Q-sorts had to have a value of 0.33 or above, the significance level was manipulated in order to be as inclusive as possible (Watts & Stenner, 2012), maximising the number of significantly loading Q-sorts. Consequently, confounding Q-sorts (those which possessed more than one significant factor loading) and non-significant Q-sorts (those which possessed no significant factor loadings) were minimised (Watts & Stenner, 2005; Watts & Stenner, 2012; Dudley, 2009). The most inclusive value for Q-sorts to load significantly on a factor, in both the two and three factor solutions, was 0.48 and so, Q-sorts had to load at 0.48 or above in order to be significant in these potential solutions. This level of significance was, therefore, chosen with the main objective of hearing as ‘many voices’ (Stainton Rogers, 1995) as possible, fundamental to Q-methodology (Darwin & Campbell, 2009). 

The two and three factor solutions now compared with the one factor solution in that all three potential solutions were now as inclusive as possible and a decision simply had to be made regarding which solution made most theoretical sense and whether a two or three factor solution offered greater theoretical plausibility than a one factor solution. 

Following this, the three factor solution was rejected as it was not particularly qualitatively different from the two factor solution. Statements were generally placed in similar positions in the factor arrays within the two and three factor solutions (see Appendix 16 for the crib sheets for the two and three factor solutions). As such, the main themes between the two and three factor solutions were the same (see the ‘qualitative data presentation’ section, p. 80). The one factor solution was also rejected in favour of a two factor solution, as the subtle differences between the two factors in the two factor solution made them worthy of exploration as separate entities- they were qualitatively different enough to discuss separately (despite highly correlating at 0.68). 

I had let the data take the lead with regard to factor extraction, initially, in discovering that a one factor solution should statistically be accepted (representing an inductive approach to the Q-methodological analysis- Watts & Stenner, 2012). However, a more deductive - almost hypothesis-driven - analytic approach, in which certain analytic outcomes are postulated as a means of shedding light on predefined theoretical questions (Watts & Stenner, 2012), was adopted when the two-factor solution was accepted. 

Ellingsen et al. (2010) stated that the most commonly used research strategy in Q-methodology is referred to as ‘abduction’ (McKeown & Thomas, 1988) and the methods employed within the current study were mostly in line with this approach. Stephenson (1980b, p.887) stated that hypotheses are not tested- they are discovered. Charles Pierce (1839- 1914) coined the term ‘abduction’ (which he also referred to as ‘retroduction’), meaning the best explanation through retrospective reasoning (Wolf, 2004). This resonates with Stephenson’s argument that only following discovery can explanation be attached (Stephenson, 1961b). There is no certainty that explanations are accurate but they appear plausible, given the premises. Plausibility may then result in a hypothesis that could be followed up in a conventional qualitative or quantitative study. Abduction can be useful when investigating situations characterised by complexity and diversity. Patterns of shared views resulting from the analysis form the basis for explanatory reasoning. In order to arrive at the best explanation, however, hunches, insights and guesses need to be supported by facts. This is why it is advisable to undertake post-sorting interviews with the respondents who most consistently have the highest loadings on the factor, for example. This may clarify interpretation of the factors and provide a deeper understanding through abductive reasoning. 

In the accepted two factor solution, the centroid factor analysis technique within PQMethod revealed that the factors (see the unrotated factor matrix in Appendix 14) had eigenvalues of 18.57 (Factor 1) and 2.67 (Factor 2). These two factors accounted for 43% and 6% of the variance respectively, and cumulatively explained 49% of the total variance within the unrotated factor matrix. In addition, the two factors both had at least two significant factor loadings. With regard to Humphrey’s rule, the two highest loadings on Factor 1 were 0.8129 (4dp) and 0.8069 (4dp) (see the unrotated factor matrix, Appendix 14), resulting in a cross-product (0.8129 x 0.8069) for Factor 1 of 0.6559. This indicated that this factor should certainly be extracted, as this exceeded 0.26 (twice the standard error for the current study). Factor 2 also satisfied this criterion (0.5606 x 0.5381= 0.3017).

In support of rejecting a three factor solution, the application of Humphrey’s rule suggested that two factors only could be extracted from the data set (0.3742 x 0.3638= 0.1361). However, Humphrey’s rule could have been applied less strictly, by insisting that the cross-products simply exceeded the standard error (Watts & Stenner, 2012). In these circumstances, the extraction of all three factors would have been acceptable (since 0.1361 exceeds 0.13). 
 
Once the decision had been made concerning how many factors to retain for analysis, factor solutions were generated by rotation. This results in mathematically equivalent, but representationally different, coordinate axes for the same vector space. The observed data is constant but viewed from different theoretical angles. Rotation, therefore, is the abductive, experimental generation of hypotheses to explain the data (Perittore, 1989).

The two extracted factors were rotated using varimax procedure in PQMethod. Advantages of varimax rotation are that it: Prioritises the influence of the participant group on the factor structure (Brown, 1980; Watts & Stenner, 2005); maximises the variance explained; and attempts to load a small number of cases highly onto each factor, which enhances the interpretability of the results (Field, 2000). 

The two factors, following rotation, accounted for 28% and 22% of the variance respectively, and cumulatively explained 50% of the total variance (see the rotated factor matrix in Appendix 14). An alternative to varimax rotation is hand rotation. Hand rotation can be utilised to maximise the number of Q-sorts loading on a factor, following rotation. However, both varimax and hand rotation are not usually undertaken (Watts & Stenner, 2012) and the decision was made not to hand rotate the data in the current study, as there was no theoretical justification for judgmental rotation (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2008). 

A factor loading is a correlation between a factor itself and a Q-sort. Q-sorts loading on a given factor (and, therefore, sharing similar agreement or disagreement- Parker & Alford, 2010) are merged in PQMethod to form a ‘best-estimate’ (one representative Q-sort per group- ten Klooster et al., 2008; McParland et al., 2011) of the factor in the form of a single Q-sort pattern (referred to as a ‘factor array’) (Farrimond et al., 2010). This is achieved by using a weighted averages (Z-Scores) method in which the higher loading exemplars (Q-sorts that load significantly on that factor alone- Watts & Stenner, 2005) are given more weight in the merger (Farrimond et al., 2010). Z-scores are often converted back to the values of the original scale (e.g. ‘-6’ to ‘+6’- Ellingsen et al., 2010). Q-sorts are considered exemplificatory or ‘typical’ of a factor if they load onto that factor at 0.6 or above (Comrey, 1973). Confounded Q sorts (which load significantly on two or more factors) are excluded from this weighted averaging procedure (Watts & Stenner, 2005).











Table 4.2: The Factor Arrays for the Two Factors in the Current Study
Key:Top two Items for Each FactorItems Sorted Higher than Other FactorsItems Sorted Lower than Other FactorsBottom Two ItemsConsensus Items (Where both factors have placed an item in the same position)
	Factor Arrays
Item Number and Wording	F1	F2
1	Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.	0	0
2	Support staff in educational settings to implement interventions that promote NPPs. For example: the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme; Circle Time; Circle of Friends.  	+2	+1
3	Support staff in educational settings with assessment approaches to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs. For example: with baseline and follow-up Boxall Profile measures; with Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire measures.	+1	+2
4	Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.	-2	+5
5	Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.	-3	+3
6	Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.	+3	+2
7	Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).	-3	-4
8	Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors.  	-2	0
9	Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).	-3	-2
10	Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.	-4	-3
	Factor Arrays
Item Number and Wording	F1	F2
11	Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs. For example: through delivering whole-setting nurture training; through encouraging staff to develop a universal language consistent with NPPs; through supporting staff to develop a staff induction programme with regard to NPPs.	+3	+6
12	Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.	-1	0
13	Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.	0	-2
14	Support individuals to understand that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident. For example: indicate when changes are likely to occur; support staff in educational settings to recognise small step changes.	+3	-1
15	Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.	+6	+2
16	Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.	+5	+2
17	Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.	+1	-1
18	Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.	-3	-2
19	Undertake assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs. For example: observe pupils and feed back to staff; complete Boxall Profiles; complete Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires.    	+2	-3
20	Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.	+4	-1
21	Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.  	+2	+4
22	Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.	-1	0
	Factor Arrays
Item Number and Wording	F1	F2
23	Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.	-4	-4
24	Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.	-1	0
25	Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.  	+5	+3
26	Provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others. For example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out).	+3	+1
27	Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when working directly with children and young people; by incorporating recommendations which promote NPPs in reports and Psychological Advices.	+4	+1
28	Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.	-1	-3
29	Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   	-5	-5
30	Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff.	+2	+4
31	Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.	-5	-5
32	Work directly with SOME children and young people who ARE IN RECEIPT of nurture provision. For example: undertaking additional assessments; providing additional interventions.  	0	-1
	Factor Arrays
Item Number and Wording	F1	F2
33	Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.  	+1	+2
34	Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.	+4	+1
35	Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.	0	-1
36	Become involved in selecting children for nurture provision. For example: by observing children and young people; by attending nurture panel meetings; by selecting an appropriate mix of pupils for nurture groups or interventions that support NPPs.	0	-2
37	Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.	-2	+3
38	Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.  	+1	+5
39	Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.	-1	0
40	Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs. For example, issues such as: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma.	+4	+2
41	Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.	-5	-6
42	Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.	+3	+1
	Factor Arrays
Item Number and Wording	F1	F2
43	Support staff in educational settings to approach members of the community for support with the implementation of NPPs. For example: with regard to places children and young people could visit as part of a nurturing curriculum, such as the local library; with regard to resources.  	-4	-5
44	Order nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs.  	-6	-6
45	Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.	0	+6
46	Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educational settings. For example: by consulting with staff; by providing advice at different stages.  	+1	+4
47	Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.	+5	+5
48	Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs.	-2	-4
49	Act as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs. For example, for those who are setting up nurture groups or 'nurturing settings'.	-2	0
50	Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).	+6	+3
51	Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.	0	+4
52	Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.	-1	-1
53	Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.	+2	0
	Factor Arrays
Item Number and Wording	F1	F2
54	Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.	-2	-3
55	Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.	+1	+3
56	Become involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of delivering nurture provision. For example: by highlighting desirable personality traits; by sitting on interview panels.	-3	-2
57	Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. For example: by consulting with managers with regard to which space should be used in the setting, paint colours and furniture; viewing rooms for their suitability.	-4	-2
58	Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.	-6	-4
59	Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences.	0	+1
60	Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in order to support and develop NPPs.	+2	-3


The positions of the statements within the Factor 1 and Factor 2 arrays are shown in the distribution grid in Appendix 15.

4.4) Stage 4 of the Data Collection: Factor Interpretation and Qualitative Data Presentation

Finally, similarities and differences among the factors are interpreted and explained (ten Klooster et al., 2008). The factor arrays are interpreted to reconstruct the shared subjective viewpoint that is expressed in the particular patterning of items (Farrimond et al., 2010). Again, it is the gestalt and identification of its common shared elements that is central in Q-Methodology (Parker & Alford, 2010). The researcher must refer back to the statements in their totality in order to interpret each exemplar and to understand its meaning. Each identified factor is interpreted based on its distinguishing statements, which define the uniqueness of each factor compared with other factors. Statements with extreme scores at either end of the sorting continuum are of particular interest, as they represent the most defining likes and dislikes of the participants loaded on each factor (Valenta & Wigger, 1997- in Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2011). In addition, non-significant respondents (not loading on any of the factors) and confounding respondents (loading significantly on more than one factor) are identified. 

Although distinguishing statements define the uniqueness of each factor, Watts and Stenner (2005) stated that it is a mistake to assume, that all ‘the action’ is taking place at the poles of the distribution. If an item is ranked at ‘0’, this is not necessarily a display of indifference. Rather, consideration should be given to the ranking of this item by the other factors in the study. If other factors rank it highly, for example, the ‘0’ may become ‘information rich’. Checking the qualitative comments gathered from participants who have loaded significantly on the factor being interpreted can help to verify initial interpretations of specific item rankings. If this process is carried to its conclusion, such that various item rankings and participant comments are effectively combined, a clear interpretation of the factor will emerge.

Although Table 4.2 (above) illustrates how the factors have combined the sample of common elements of EP viewpoints, regarding the value of a range of activities which could potentially be undertaken to support and develop NPPs in educational settings, a narrative account (Harvey, Agostinelli, & Webster, 1989; Antaki, 1987) of each factor can be presented. Narrative accounts treat these configurations as gestalt entities, resulting in the communication of the nature of each gestalt (Watts & Stenner, 2005). Ellingsen et al. (2010) stated that researchers often give factors (and their narrative accounts) characteristic names. 

The narrative accounts presented in the current study have been constructed with careful reference to the overall configuration of the statements in each factor exemplifying Q-sort and the relative rankings. The rankings informing the construction of the account are included in the narrative. The reported ranking is pertinent to the account being offered. This process was guided by the use of ‘crib sheets’ (Watts & Stenner, 2012- see Appendix 16), in which the highest and lowest ranking statements were recorded and viewed more easily. The process was also guided by the comments of participants, provided in response to the ‘feedback questions’ (see Appendices 17, 18 and 19) and during the face-to-face Q-sorts (see Appendix 17), whose individual Q-sorts loaded significantly on the relevant factor (Watts & Stenner, 2005). Interpretation was also aided by demographic information (see Appendix 20) about participants (Farrimond et al., 2010; Oh & Kendall, 2009). 

The processes of interpretation and construction are, in principle, never-ending, as different emphases of meaning could always be drawn out. However, as previously mentioned, these narrative accounts can be readily verified by asking the relevant (significantly loading) participants to comment on their views about the theme of the study (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2008; Dennis, 1988; Watts & Stenner, 2005). In addition, they are constrained by the subjective input of participants, as the input is reflected in the objective structure of each of the factor exemplifying Q-sorts (Watts & Stenner, 2005).

4.4)1. Qualitative Data Presentation	

Although 43 Q-sorts were entered into PQMethod, three of these, following analysis, were found to be non-significant and two were confounding (see Appendix 14). As such, demographic information has not been reported for these participants (although it is provided in Appendix 20). 

4.4)2. Qualitative Data Presentation: Factor 1

4.4)2.1. Demographic Information for Participants Loading Significantly on Factor 1

Please note that where percentages (0dp) are referred to below, this indicates a portion of the total (23) participants who loaded on Factor 1.

Twenty-three participants loaded significantly on this factor. Twenty (87%) were female and three (13%) were male. They included: a Principal Educational Psychologist (PEP- 4%); an Acting PEP (4%); twelve EPs (52%); two Year 1 Trainee Educational Psychologists (TEPs), five Year 2 TEPs, and one Year 3 TEP (totalling 35%); and a representative from the Association of Educational Psychologists (AEP- 4%). These participants worked in a range of LAs, including authorities (coded): A (two participants- 9%); C (one participant- 4%); D (one participant- 4%); E (eight participants- 35%); J (three participants- 13%); K (one participant- 4%); N (one participant- 4%); P (one participant- 4%); Q (one participant- 4%); R (one participant- 4%); and S (one participant- 4%). One participant (4%) worked in an unknown authority (unreported), and another (4%) was a representative from the AEP.

Eleven participants (48%), loading significantly on this factor, completed their training between the years of 1984 and 2009 and 12 participants (52%) completed/are due to complete their training between the years of 2010 and 2013. They trained/are training at Universities (coded): D (one participant- 4%); E (nine participants- 39%); I (two participants- 9%); J (ten participants- 43%); and K (one participant- 4%). 

The majority of the 23 participants indicated that they had either invested no time (five participants- 22%) or up to 20% of their time (16 participants- 70%) applying NPPs, with two participants (9%) reporting they had spent approximately 41- 60% of their time applying NPPs. All participants stated that they had at least some knowledge and understanding of NPPs. On a scale of 0 (representing no knowledge and understanding) to 10 (representing complete understanding, if possible), ten participants (44%) indicated that they had knowledge and understanding between points 1 and 4 on the scale, and 13 participants (57%) indicated knowledge and understanding between points 5 and 8 on the scale. 

Only six participants (26%) had received formal training in NPPs, whereas 17 (74%) had not. Of those who had received formal nurture training: one (4%) had been trained by the NGN; one (4%) had received training from an EP within their own LA/team; one (4%) had received training from an EP from a different LA/team; and one (4%) participant reported that they had attended a training session on NPPs, although did not indicate specifically who had delivered the training. In addition, two participants (9%) indicated that they had received training from more than one training provider. One (4%) of these participants received training from the NGN, along with training from another provider (without specifying), and the second of these participants (4%) reported that they had attended the NGN four day training course, delivered by an EP from a different LA/team, but also attended training delivered by the NGN (‘Training the Trainers’ course) in order to become a recognised nurture trainer.

Only one of the 23 participants (4%) stated that they tend to think of NPPs only in relation to NGs, whereas 22 (96%) reported that they consider NPPs in a wider context than this. 

4.4)2.2. Factor 1: Full Interpretation- Nurturing Environments, Nurturing Children

Factor 1 has an eigenvalue of 18.57 and explains 28% of the study variance. Twenty-three participants are significantly associated with this factor. 

One of the most important roles of the EP, with regard to supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings, relates to providing support at the setting level (supporting members of staff) to develop emotionally literate (statement 15, positioned at +6) and nurturing environments where CYP feel safe, secure and supported (25, +5). One participant stated, “I gave ‘supporting’ more priority than direct work with children”. Delivering training to staff in educational settings, with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs (40, +4) is considered to be important and such issues may include: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma; and supporting staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development (34, +4). In addition, undertaking work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour (16, +5) is a valuable activity for EPs, including providing a supportive role to staff in educational settings to enable them to understand that the whole context in which CYP operate can affect behaviour (50, +6). One participant commented, “My Q-sort seems to be reflective of my training and my professional experience within one EPS, within which my role had been to implement bottom-up approaches... i.e., reframing perceptions and beliefs re the functionality and the communicative properties of the behaviour of children and young people”. Such work is also likely to contribute towards the creation of emotionally literate and nurturing environments. One participant stated, “...most valuable activities are those that have the underpinnings of understanding behaviour and emotional literacy”. Another participant commented, “I thought an important role could be supervision for the emotional needs of staff”. Developing a collection of nurture resources (28, -1) is considered less valuable, as is defending NPPs against the criticism of others including, for example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs (48, -2). In relation to statement 48, one participant stated, “I felt this was a naturally occurring event that we would have to do anyway if put in that situation- the other items I felt were more proactive things that we would have to actively take up”.

Also prioritised highly is work that can be carried out by EPs at the individual (CYP) level, including, for example, EPs identifying attachment issues in CYP whose cases they are working on (20, +4). This may be done through undertaking assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs (19, +2). In addition, implementing NPPs in individual casework (27, +4) is considered important, along with supporting staff in educational settings to reintegrate CYP from NGs into their mainstream classes (42, +3). Undertaking therapeutic work in educational settings (60, +2) is another way in which EPs may work at the individual level to support and develop NPPs. It is relatively important that adults should be supported in understanding that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident (14, +3). 

Activities that could be implemented by members of staff in settings independently of an EP, or that may be carried out directly by an EP, depending on individual circumstances or contexts are not considered to be as important. One participant stated that, “I thought of less valuable as lower priority tasks and tasks that schools/other agencies should do independently”. In support of this, another participant stated, “...Teachers should be competent at planning so not ‘role of EP’”. “Most important- those that needed a clear EP/psychology input. Least important- those that could be completed by any profession” and “Low value statements associated with the role of another, but still important” were further associated comments. Another participant commented that they were unsure of how relevant the statements concerned with setting up and running groups or ordering resources were to the EP role. Such activities include working directly with CYP who are not in receipt of any nurture provision- within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs (13, 0) and becoming involved in selecting children for nurture provision (36, 0). Supporting members of staff in educational settings to explain to CYP why they are receiving nurture provision (54, -2) is given low priority. 

In summary, there appear to be two main themes that characterise Factor 1: 1) providing support at the setting level (supporting staff) to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments; and 2) providing support at the individual (CYP) level. These themes shall be discussed in the ‘discussion’ section (see p.96).

4.4)2.3. Qualitative Data Presentation: Factor 2

4.4)2.4. Demographic Information for Participants Loading Significantly on Factor 2

Please note that where percentages (0dp) are referred to below, this indicates a portion of the total (15) participants who loaded on Factor 2.

Fifteen participants loaded significantly on this factor 2. Thirteen (87%) were female and two (13%) were male. These included: a Deputy PEP (7%); a Senior Specialist Educational Psychologist for NGs (7%); a Senior Educational Psychologist (7%); ten EPs (67%); a Year 1 TEP and a Year 2 TEP (totalling 13%). These participants worked in a range of LAs, including authorities (coded): C (one participant- 7%); E (one participant- 7%); F (two participants- 13%); G (two participants- 13%); H (one participant- 7%); J (two participants- 13%); L (one participant- 7%); Q (one participant- 7%); and T (two participants- 13%). In addition, one independent EP (7%) and one EP working for a private organisation (7%) loaded significantly on factor 2. 

Twelve participants (80%), loading significantly on this factor, completed their training between the years of 1984 and 2009 and two participants (13%) completed/are due to complete their training between the years of 2010 and 2013. The year of training of one participant (7%) was unreported. The 15 participants loading on this factor trained at Universities (coded): A (two participants- 13%); B (two participants- 13%); C (two participants- 13%); D (one participant- 7%); E (one participant- 7%); G (one participant- 7%); H (two participants- 13%); and J (three participants- 20%). One participant (7%) did not provide information regarding where they trained. 

Two participants (13%) indicated that they had not invested any time in NPPs. However, the majority of participants (13 [87%] of the 15) indicated that they had done so. Eight of these participants (53%) reported investing up to 20% of their time on NPPs, two participants (13%) indicated spending between 21- 40% of their time on NPPs, one (7%) had invested between 61- 80% of their time, and another (7%) between 81 – 100% of their time on NPPs. In addition, another participant (7%) reported spending both between 41-60% and 61-80% of their time on NPPs, due to changing roles within their work. All 15 participants stated that they had at least some knowledge and understanding of NPPs. On a scale from 0 (representing no specific knowledge and understanding) to 10 (representing complete, if possible, knowledge and understanding of NPPs), one participant (7%) indicated knowledge and understanding at point 2 of the scale and 14 participants (93%) indicated knowledge and understanding between points 5 and 10 of the scale, with four (27%) of these 14 indicating knowledge and understanding at point 9 of the scale. Ten (67%) of the 15 participants had received formal training in NPPs, whereas five (33%) had not. Of those who had received formal nurture training: nine (60%) had been trained by the NGN and one participant (7%) had attended the four day NGN training course, delivered by an EP from their own LA/team and also received training from the NGN (‘Training the Trainers’ course) to become a recognised nurture trainer. 

All 15 participants (100%) stated that they think about NPPs in a wider context than simply in relation to NGs. 

4.4)2.5. Factor 2: Full Interpretation- Strategy and Systems

Factor 2 has an eigenvalue of 2.67 and explains 22% of the study variance. Fifteen participants are significantly associated with this factor. 

One of the most important roles of the EP, with regard to supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings, relates to working at a strategic level to promote NPPs (45, +6). One participant stated, “The strategic role is most valuable (based on dissemination of evidence about child development/learning theory etc.) to support a full understanding of children’s needs and how they can be met, through training, quality assurance and support for practitioners”. Similarly, another participant commented, “[I] decided that the more strategic/overarching roles were most important in terms of impact- rather than individual casework”. Adopting evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs (21, +4) is of high priority when working at a strategic level to promote NPPs and EPs may even undertake research with a focus on NPPs (37, +3) to inform strategy development. One participant argued, “I feel EPs have a clear role in researching evidence based interventions and we have training in doing so. This makes us distinct”. Working strategically may involve presenting nurture data, in an appropriate manner, to others, including LA staff, senior management teams and parents (4, +5), as this may help to support a case for rolling out NPPs. Becoming involved in the set-up of NG rooms in educational settings (46, +4) is viewed as important within this systemic role for EPs, along with becoming involved with quality assurance (5, +3) and in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings (51, +4). Delivering nurture training to other EPs (39, 0) is viewed as less valuable, although this may be because EPs have the skills to research and learn about topics such as nurture for themselves. The setting up of district NGs (9, -2), and becoming involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs in educational settings (58, -4), is considered to be of low priority. 

Also prioritised highly is providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs (11, +6). There is more of a strategic and direct emphasis on the application of NPPs at the setting level in Factor 2 than in Factor 1 (which views supporting staff to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments as a priority). For example, EPs who identify more with Factor 2 are likely to support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs (38, +5), to provide ongoing support (30, +4) and to deliver nurture training (55, +3) for these members of staff (rather than delivering training around more indirect issues that relate to NPPs, as in factor 1). One participant stated, “I would be keen on contributing to training for other professionals.....who work directly with families and children”. Acting as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs (49, 0) was seen as less valuable. This could be an activity that is viewed as situation/context dependent, in that EPs may feel that not all staff may want or need this support. Also viewed as a less valuable activity, was becoming involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of nurture provision (56, -2). This may be because this is seen to be more the role of the staff in educational settings than of the EP. 





As well as identifying distinguishing statements, PQMethod identifies consensus statements (those that do not distinguish between the factors- ten Klooster et al., 2008). As a one factor solution was statistically significant in the current study (although rejected on theoretical grounds), there was consensus on many statements in that the two factors equally agreed on the level of value of the activities. Themes identified, regarding the consensus statements, included: 1) supporting staff; 2) situation/context dependent activities; 3) roles for others; 4) systemic activities; 5) the NGN; 6) the roles of staff in educational settings; and 7) working with all children. The full interpretation for consensus statements (see Appendix 21) is not included here, as it is the differences between the two factors that are of interest within the current study.

4.5) Stage 5: Follow-Up Data- Validating the Narratives








Table 4.3: Factor Loadings Identified by Me and Responses of Participants Regarding the Factor they most identified with































Three participants (11%) did not return their follow-up information sheets. However, of the 25 who did, 17 (68%) identified with the factor that they had significantly loaded on (see Appendix 14) but eight (32%) identified with the alternative factor. Of those who identified with the alternative factor, six (24%) had loaded on Factor 1 but identified with Factor 2 and two (8%) had loaded on Factor 2 but identified with Factor 1. Not all participants, therefore, identified with the factor that they had significantly loaded on. However, Watts and Stenner (2005) highlighted that one should bear in mind that factor arrays are designed to communicate a ‘shared’ viewpoint and, therefore, that they need not provide a veridical representation of a participant’s own opinion.

Nine (36%) of the participants who provided follow-up data with regard to the factors provided comments. These can be seen in Appendix 22. The majority of the comments related to the fact that these participants felt they were carrying out activities that were in line with the activities highlighted as more valuable within one of the factors but that they felt, ideally, they should be doing more in relation to some of the activities highlighted as more valuable by the other factor.

4.6) Responses of Participants to the Q-sort Activity

Responses from the feedback questions (see Appendix 17) regarding the participants’ experience of the Q-sort activity, which did not aid interpretation of the data but informed about the strengths and limitations of the study, are presented here. 

Overall, the Q-sort activity was well received. Several participants described the activity as thought-provoking and interesting and commented that it had provided them with the opportunity to reflect on their own practice with regard to NPPs. In addition, several participants commented that the instructions provided were clear and easy to understand and that the activity was easily accessible. Many also reported that they enjoyed completing the Q-sort. 

Some criticism reported by participants concerned the sorting process. Several stated, for example, that they felt they did not sort as accurately as they would have liked, due to time constraints and some commented they wanted to sort all of the statements into the ‘high value end’ of the distribution grid. In addition, some found it frustrating when they had sorted into particular positions and then changed their mind, as this meant they then had to move some of the other statements around. One participant, when completing a face-to-face Q-sort, stated that they wanted to put more statements in some of the columns than there were cells and that they found this very frustrating. Several participants agreed that sorting into piles, as suggested in the condition of instruction, helped with regard to this issue. 

With regard to the statements, several participants commented that some were similarly worded, although they generally appreciated that the slight differences resulted in slightly different meanings of the statements. The majority of participants stated that they did not feel any statements were missing from the Q-sort activity that should have been included and that the Q-sort statements were very comprehensive. However, others provided suggestions of activities they felt were missing. These included statements regarding EP involvement in identifying obstacles to NPPs within existing structures, systems and strategies; and child evaluations (verbal), rather than measured (quantitative) outcomes. 

When asked whether they thought any statements were included in the Q-sort activity that should not have been, the majority of participants stated that this was not the case, or did not provide a comment. However, statements or issues that some participants felt did not need to be in the Q-sort included those concerned with: fund-raising; ordering resources; activities that members of staff in educational settings should be capable of undertaking without EP support or activities that are not considered to be the role of the EP; and becoming involved with all children who are receiving nurture provision. Several participants reported that they did not feel that questions regarding the NGN needed to be included. One participant argued that you do not have to be trained by the NGN and some participants stated they did not think EPs involved with supporting and developing NPPs needed to have links with the NGN at all. Unfortunately, one participant, when asked whether any statements were included that should not have been, answered, “At least 10 of them, maybe 20 of them. Sorry! Many of them relate to variables completely outside my value system. Many relate so strongly to the LA situation and outside factors that my values/thoughts [are] irrelevant”. This view was very different from the overall response of the majority of the participants.            

When asked whether the participants would like to comment on any of the statements in particular (for example, whether there were there any that they found difficult to understand or to sort and why), many indicated they did not need to comment, as any queries they had about the general statements, in order to be able to sort them, were clarified by the examples provided in italics (e.g. see Table 4.2, p.73). However, statements that were commented upon, in particular, were those that EPs did not consider to be their role (statements 5, 31, 37, 44, 58 and 60- see Table 4.2, p.73). Participants also provided comments relating to activities they had tried in their LA but that had not worked (e.g. statement 9) and relating to activities they felt were the core work of EPs anyway, and not, therefore, necessarily just related to NPPs (e.g. statements 35 and 60). The statements included in Appendix 23 are those that received the most comments from participants, with their accompanying comments.  

For further information, regarding answers to feedback questions, and for individual participants’ comments, see Appendix 17.  

4.7) In supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings, what aspects of members of school staff’s and children’s learning and development, can EPs influence?

In addition to the statements that were provided by participants for the concourse, participants also provided information regarding the above question, during the FGs and surveys. This question was asked because I was interested in whether EPs believe nurture has a more extended impact with regard to areas of learning and development than the NGN has implied by using the six nurture principles. I also wondered about the evidence-base for the six principles and whether, in reality, more principles should be added to the list. 

The responses (see Appendix 8d) of participants, in relation to Question 4 (as shown above) in the surveys and FGs, were thematically analysed, and compared with the NGN six principles of nurture. The identified themes are summarised in Tables 4.4 and 4.5 (below) and the tables indicate where a theme appears to be addressed by one or more of the six principles. 

Table 4.4: Aspects of Children’s Learning and Development that can be influenced as a Result of the Implementation of Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs)
Key:The NGN Six Principles of Nurture (Colley, 2009- in Lucas et al., 2006):Learning is understood developmentallyThe classroom offers a safe baseThe importance of nurture for the development of self-esteemLanguage as a vital means of communicationAll behaviour is communicationThe importance of transition in the lives of children and young people 
Aspect of Learning and Development	The Principles of Nurture Associated with these Aspects	Number of Participants
Social development, social interaction and communication, social skills (such as turn-taking), co-operation, collaborative working, developing friendships	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	19
Emotional development, emotional awareness, emotional literacy, emotional self-regulation, reading others’ emotions, expressing emotions in a safe way, empathy skills	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	15
Self-awareness, self-esteem, self-confidence, self-concept, self-worth	3	9
Resilience	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	7
Academic progress and achievement	1	7
Aspect of Learning and Development	The Principles of Nurture Associated with these Aspects	Number of Participants
Mental health and emotional well-being	3	7
Cognition and learning, processing skills, capacity to learn and manage learning, neural development, EYFS related academic skills	1	6
Motivation	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	6
All of it- learning and development in all domains	1, 3, 4, 5, 6	5
Behaviour regulation, behavioural skills, behavioural well-being	5	5
Language and communication skills- receptive, expressive and social (e.g., through ‘Nurturing Talk’	4	5
Problem solving skills and abilities	1	4
Attention and appropriate engagement in the learning process  	1	3
Formation of attachment in key relationships and formation of positive relationships	3, 5, 6	3
Play/creative skills	1	2








Ability to access the curriculum	1	1
Self-help and independence	5, 6	1
Life skills	6	1
Physical skills (gross and fine motor)	1	1
English as an Additional Language	4	1
Positive regard for others	5	1







Table 4.5: Aspects of Members of Staff’s Learning and Development that can be Influenced as a Result of the Implementation of Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs)
Key: The NGN Six Principles of Nurture (Colley, 2009- in Lucas et al., 2006):Learning is understood developmentallyThe classroom offers a safe baseThe importance of nurture for the development of self-esteemLanguage as a vital means of communicationAll behaviour is communicationThe importance of transition in the lives of children and young people
Aspect of Learning and Development	The Principles of Nurture Associated with these Aspects	Number of Participants
Understanding of others’ behaviours (e.g., beyond seeing them as ‘naughty’), that behaviours may result from difficult life circumstances, and of their needs	5	13
Understanding why nurture is important and how implementing key NPPs for settings can improve outcomes	6	9
Awareness of child and adolescent development and approaching learning accordingly	1	7
Understanding the importance of emotional development and that it is acceptable to prioritise developing emotional health and well-being before effective learning can take place   	1, 2, 3, 6	6
Ability to create a nurturing and safe environment for all	2	6
Understanding of the need to form nurturing relationships with CYP	2	6
Continuing professional development, for example, achieving a certificate in nurture practices from the NGN, accreditation towards degree courses, developing new skills and approaches to working with children, understanding children and complex needs.	6	5
Understanding how to assess attachment and development, for example, using the Boxall Profile, the Beyond the Boxall Profile and the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)  and how to implement strategies to support learning and development	1, 3, 4, 5, 6	4
Understanding the need to develop closer working relationships with, and be available to parents and communities	6	4
Improved teaching due to understanding different learning styles and general strategies to support CYP’s independent learning	1, 2, 3	4
Aspect of Learning and Development	The Principles of Nurture Associated with these Aspects	Number of Participants
Understanding of brain development, neuroscience, executive skills and the impact of nurture on brain development	1	3
Understanding emotional difficulties and adopting positive approaches to emotion regulation, e.g. anger management	1, 3, 4, 5	3
Developing a nurturing school/environment with clear routines and boundaries	2	3
Understanding inclusion and not excluding children because they are disruptive	5	3
Understanding and embracing individual differences between children and different ideas	2	3
Developing members of staff’s emotional literacy and valuing of each other as individuals as well as CYP	2, 3, 5, 6	3
Understanding the importance of appropriately differentiating tasks and provision, based on CYP’s needs	1	2
Improving learning and development through play, even for older children, for example, in Key Stage 2		2
Helping staff in educational settings to develop their practice and recognise how changes may affect children	6	2
Improved teaching due to access to more appropriate resources	1, 2	2
Understanding and ability to keep good records and track CYP’s progress	1	2
Moving away from ‘within child’ explanations of behaviour (e.g., that they are ‘naughty’, rather than communicating something)	2, 4, 5, 6	2
Understanding the importance of the need to develop social skills in children	1, 5, 6	2
Understanding the importance of the need to develop self-esteem in children and how this relates to learning and retention of information	1, 3 	2
Understanding of attachment	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	2
Awareness of risk and protective factors for CYP	2	1
Understanding learning difficulties	1	1
Practicalities of setting up and running a NG	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	1
Helping children to develop language and communication skills	4	1
Ability to successfully select, monitor children in NGs and resettle them into their mainstream classrooms	6	1
Understanding the importance of working with parents, e.g., through use of Family SEAL materials	6	1
Transferring learning from nurture courses into educational settings	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	1
Aspect of Learning and Development	The Principles of Nurture Associated with these Aspects	Number of Participants
Achieving the NGN Quality Mark Award for the setting	2, 6	1
Increased understanding of learning and development for members of staff and parents	1, 6	1
Understanding of the impact of the whole system on children’s learning and development and its impact on the day-to-day experiences of individuals	1, 2	1
Knowledge of child development and application with regard to the whole setting	1	1
Understanding of what children need to learn and develop	1	1
Understanding the central role of relationships and how well-being and behaviour are related. (This challenges some of the intuitive ideas about reward/punishment and intuitive ideas about the sources of/cures for behaviour difficulties which are not helpful.)	3, 5	1
Sustainable change is hard to manage and needs revisiting with the setting, using robust change strategies such as action research	6	1
Working with children in a developmentally appropriate manner	1	1
Improving attitudes	5	1
Understanding the need to support parents, for example, with referral to agencies which can help address needs, in order to create/maintain nurturing families	6	1
Understanding that parents are not to blame (as staff may do this if they have misunderstood attachment theory)	5	1
Members of staff realising that they need to be patient and not expect miracles overnight	6	1
Development of good communication between NG staff, staff in settings and parents	4	1
Understanding	2	1
Awareness of the impact of early experience and attachment on CYP’s development	2	1
Operationalising intervention rather than labelling children and young people	1, 5, 6	1
Raising staff confidence	3	1
Social and emotional development of staff	2, 3, 5, 6	1
Staff’s willingness to work with other NGs to explore how they operate 	5, 6	1
Ability of staff to reflect on their own childhoods and use this to develop further understanding of issues facing pupils	2	1
Ability to reflect on CYP’s needs in the context and application of psychological theory, especially with regard to attachment theory 	1, 2, 5, 6	1
Aspect of Learning and Development	The Principles of Nurture Associated with these Aspects	Number of Participants
Ability of NG practitioners to reflect on and improve the practice of their NG, both from experience but also as a result of NG research	2, 3, 4, 5, 6	1
Ability of staff to have a fresh, more positive look at pupils posing challenges 	5, 6	1
Understanding the importance of multi-professional support around times of transition	1, 2, 3, 5, 6	1
Working therapeutically with children to uncover worries, anxieties and needs		1
Modelling behaviour	5	1
Sharing with CYP	2, 3	1
Listening to CYP	2, 3, 4	1
Improvement in the mental health and emotional well-being of staff	2, 3, 5	1
Ability to unpick the ethos and policies of settings	2	1
Enhanced knowledge of factors that underpin or impede successful learning	1	1
Reflective practice	5, 6	1
Team work	5	1
Increased knowledge through involvement in research	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6	1
Involvement in a whole-setting approach (which is vital in settings which are resistant to change and where NG staff are not in a position of leadership)	2, 6	1














It was highlighted, in the ‘literature review’, that the findings in relation to the research questions (see p.38) would provide answers regarding EPs’ perceptions of their role in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. As such, each research question will be discussed in relation to the results, focusing on a comparison between the two factors identified within the study. This will be followed by a more general discussion of the current study, including identified strengths and limitations. 

5.1) Research Question 1: How do EPs’ Perceptions of the Value of Activities Identified to Support and Develop Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs) in Educational Settings Differ? 

The answer to research question one was provided by the two different factor interpretations. The 23 participants who significantly loaded on Factor 1 (entitled ‘Nurturing Environments, Nurturing Children’) viewed activities that provide support at the setting level (supporting staff) to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments (Factor 1, theme 1); and those that provide support at the individual (CYP) level (Factor 1, theme 2), although mainly for CYP whose cases they are currently working on, or where individual therapeutic work may benefit an individual, to be the most valuable. 

The remaining 15 participants significantly loaded on Factor 2 (entitled ‘Strategy and Systems’) and, therefore, viewed activities that are undertaken at a strategic level to promote NPPs (Factor 2, theme 1); and those that provide support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs (Factor 2, theme 2) to be most valuable. Although Factor 1 also places emphasis on providing support at the setting level, Factor 2 views this role to be more directly involved with the application of NPPs (for example, in setting up NGs) than Factor 1 (for example, in creating nurturing environments through training staff in topics related to NPPs). Further information, regarding specific activities that participants prioritised within the two factors, can be found in the ‘results’ section (see Table 4.2, p.73).  

The largest difference between the two factors is that Factor 1 places more value upon the EP providing support at the individual level than Factor 2 and Factor 2 places more value than Factor 1 upon the EP undertaking a strategic role in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. As such, the distinctions between these potential roles of the EP shall be discussed with regard to the literature and the current findings. 

5.1)1. Work at the Individual (CYP) Level

In the current study, individual work was given a greater degree of priority than strategic work, in relation to NPPs, as more EPs loaded on Factor 1 (which had more of a focus on individual work) than on Factor 2 (which had more of a focus on strategic work). These findings do not, therefore, appear to support Boyle and Lauchlan’s (2009) argument that individual casework is often discredited by EPs because of the traditional link of this type of work with psychometric testing. As such, it may be that EPs in the current study who loaded on Factor 1 do not think of individual work in such a traditional manner. Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) argued that the use of psychometric testing should not solely be about generating IQ scores but should be used in conjunction with other assessment methods to provide greater understanding of a CYP’s strengths and weaknesses. This can influence subsequent interventions as well as providing an increased knowledge for other professionals as well as for CYP’s parents. Participants loading on Factor 1 in the current study may, therefore, view individual work in this less traditional manner. Also, despite Boyle and Lauchlan’s (2009) argument that individual casework is often discredited by EPs because of the traditional link of this type of work with psychometric testing, Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) stated that actually, most EPs would not make the exclusive association between individual casework and psychometric testing.

As EPs completed Q-sorts independently in the current study, they were unaware of how their viewpoints compared with those of their colleagues. It would be interesting to determine whether the EPs loading on Factor 1 in the current study would freely admit to each other that they feel work at the individual level is more valuable, in general, than work at a strategic level with regard to NPPs. Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) believe that the traditional link of individual work with psychometric testing continues to result in a feeling of shame (and a lack of confidence) in EPs if they express to colleagues their propensity towards individual casework. 

The findings from the current study support Shannon and Posada’s (2007) suggestions that individual work is given a greater degree of priority than strategic work. A dissatisfaction for EPs regarding individual casework, according to Shannon and Posada (2007), however, relates to the sheer amount they have to undertake. In addition, there is a ‘hit and run’ feeling around this work, along with tight time scales, resulting in little room to develop assessment practices over time, to become involved in systemic work or to develop work with families (Shannon & Posada, 2007). Shannon and Posada (2007) also stated that the continuing high percentage of individual work suggests that services may still be grappling with a ‘medical model’, which perceives problems to be inherent in CYP (thereby requiring assessment, diagnosis and treatment- Toland & Carrigan, 2011), rather than being able to work in a more consultative manner. This did not appear to be the case in the current study, as activities that involved consulting with members of staff for the benefit of individual CYP were given equally high priority in Factor 1 as those which simply focused on assessment of individual children, for example. The results of the current study, therefore support Toland and Carrigan’s (2011) argument that EPs have made explicit their move away from a medical model in favour of an interactive model which perceives the interaction of children with their teachers, peers, the environment and the curriculum (Scottish Executive, 2002) as contributing to problem situations. Although Bronfenbrenner’s work is not referenced in Toland and Carrigan’s (2011) report, the interactive model is clearly influenced by ecological theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 1989). Faupel (1990) suggested that when EPs focus on child and environmental interaction, this can be termed an ecological approach. The salient point for Faupel (1990) is to understand the interactions between the two parties. Given that there are many extraneous variables affecting CYP, Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) argued that EPs must be fairly restricted in the amount of change that they can effectively instigate at the level of CYP alone or, indeed, at the level of the school in seclusion. 

As individual work was given a greater degree of priority than strategic work in the current study, the results from the current study did not support the argument that EPs have sought to move towards more preventative, systemic work (Leadbetter, 2000). However, it may be that EPs in the current study place more value on casework than on strategic work for its potential to inform strategic work (thereby supporting a ‘bottom-up’ method of service delivery) with regard to NPPs, rather than a ‘top-down’ method (where they may place more emphasis on working strategically to have an effect on the individual). Consequently, this may mean that they do not rule out working in a strategic manner, but believe that working at the individual level informs work at a strategic level. This hypothesis concerning the results in the current study would be supported by Dessent (1992) who argued that a further advantage of casework is that it is only through working with CYP at the individual level that one can gain verification regarding the effectiveness of the system. The EP is arguably better placed than school inspectors, administrators and advisors in gaining first-hand knowledge of how the system is operating for individual CYP. Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) stated that EPs may be able to use their individual casework to inform policy-makers. This contribution would be valuable to the profession and to LAs.

In the current study, participants loading on Factor 1 also favoured a systemic role in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. The value they placed on individual level work, therefore, appeared to be situated within a more systemic approach and the systemic activities were actually prioritised over individual level work, providing further support for this suggestion. These findings support Boyle and Lauchlan’s (2009) argument in which they indicated that casework remains extremely important to service users, but has altered somewhat in that there is a view of individual casework that is firmly part of a more systemic approach. In addition, according to Boyle and Lauchlan (2009), casework has evolved to become part of a wider intervention that may operate at the level of the school, family or even the LA. 

It may be that the majority of the EPs in the current study loaded on Factor 1 because they see a more strategic role with regard to NPPs as something that other professionals could be involved in, whereas they may see contributions at the individual level to be unique to them. The DfEE Report (2000) and the Farrell et al. (2006) report highlighted that agencies such as social care and health hold the work of EPs in dealing with highly complex individual casework in high esteem, and it is likely that there will be more opportunities for important individual casework in the future as EPs work increasingly with multi-agency professionals. A strength of the casework approach is that few people in the education sphere are equipped, willing or qualified to undertake this type of work. It may, however, be difficult to argue the same for systemic approaches that are being increasingly delivered by professional groups other than EPs (see Farrell et al., 2006), and where it could be said that the EP is not wholly necessary for the intervention to be successful (e.g. Circle Time and managing behaviour). 

Individual casework appears, at least to some extent, to continue to be the bedrock of educational psychology (Kirkaldy, 1997) as far as the results from the current study are concerned, as more participants loaded on Factor 1. Although there is more to the role of the EP than individual casework, Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) stated that it may seem perverse for EPs to move away from an area of work in which they are highly valued to areas where success may be harder to quantify (such as systemic work). Moreover, removing oneself from the ‘bedrock’ of the role of the EP may be reckless. This may be the opinion of EPs loading on Factor 1. However, this hypothesis would have to be investigated further before a reliable conclusion could be reached. 

Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) stated that there will always be CYP who will require intensive one-to-one support, no matter how good the systemic operation is. They also argued that there is a need for individual casework in the education sphere whether EPs like it or not, and that if a profession that is already uniquely placed within the field fails to deliver, the customer will approach another supplier. Furthermore, EPs that promote models of working that do not allow for individual work with CYP could potentially be doing a massive disservice to CYP who are being denied this frontline service. 

5.1)2. Work at a Strategic Level 

Fewer EPs, in the current study, attached more value to work at a strategic level than to work at the individual level. This supports Shannon and Posada’s (2007) claim that the primary role of the EP continues to be based around individual casework and statutory work. However, Shannon and Posada (2007) stated that the range of EP knowledge, skills and expertise can take them beyond this to more organisational and strategic work. It cannot be determined, from the results of the current study, whether individual work was being carried out to the detriment of strategic work, as the DfEE (2000); MacKay, (2002); and Shannon and Posada (2007) have argued, with regard to NPPs. However, participants who loaded on Factor 2 reported spending more time, in general, on supporting and developing NPPs than did participants loading on Factor 1. Consequently, the majority of the work that is being undertaken by EPs in the current study may be at the strategic level.

It may be that the majority of the participants in the current study loaded on Factor 1 because most of them were generic EPs. It would, therefore, be interesting to undertake the same Q-sort activity with EPs who had specialist roles and with EPs with generic EP roles within LAs, and to compare the resulting factors. However, in the current study, EPs in more senior and specialist roles loaded on each of the factors similarly. Stobie (2002) stated that there has been a call for change towards a more strategic and proactive application of psychology within LAs, rather than LA policy directing EP practice (Leyden, 1999). Given the emphasis on inclusion, school improvement and ‘best value’, there appear to be opportunities for increased involvement in strategic work. However, as the majority of EPs work generically, strategic work does not tend to be part of an overall ‘change’ plan. 

Although a minority of the EPs loading on Factor 2 in the current study were specialist EPs by title, the majority of them did have specialist roles within their authorities with regard to NPPs. For example, many of the EPs who had taken part in the second FG (made up of members of the NW nurture steering group) loaded on Factor 2. In contrast, this was not the case with participants loading on Factor 1. These findings support Stobie’s (2002) suggestion that a greater degree of role specialisation would lead to an increased involvement in strategic work. The findings also support Shannon and Posada’s (2007) argument that the majority of EPs engaged in strategic work may be specialist EPs and that these EPs may have a higher involvement in strategic planning and research within initiatives than generic EPs. The DfEE (2000) report supports a greater degree of specialisation within EP services, along with more work supporting families, and a reduction in EPs undertaking statutory work in favour of work which focuses on early intervention and prevention. 

A further reason for fewer participants loading on Factor 2, may have been that they did not see the strategic role as being as crucial as individual and statutory work. Strategic work is often undertaken as ‘extra’ work, after statutory functions have been fulfilled, and does not feed into the developmental progression of EP practice, service delivery or change in consumers (Stobie, 2002). Having said this, Boyle and MacKay (2007) highlighted that there have been changes in EPs’ practice and in schools’ expectations, with highly-valued and significant increases in the number of EPs involved at a strategic level in schools and in research and development in the last 10 years. 

Participants who prioritised working at an individual level, in the current study, may have done so as they may have concluded that they would not have much time to engage in strategic work. Conversely, many of those loading on Factor 2, as previously stated, had more specialist roles regarding NPPs and, therefore, are likely to be able to invest more time in nurture. This hypothesis would support Shannon and Posada’s (2007) suggestion that there is a perception on the part of some EPs of a lack of time for strategic and multi-agency work due to high individual caseloads, and lack of opportunity to become involved in projects, research, strategic planning and policy initiatives. Shannon and Posada (2007) stated, however, that it is vital for all EPs to have an opportunity to become involved in development and strategic work and that this work is not seen solely as the remit of the specialist senior. At a strategic level, Wolfendale and Robinson (2001) suggested that EPs could provide training and preventative interventions that promote child learning and development, provide multi-agency support for CYP, contribute to government-led initiatives, and contribute to strategic planning and curriculum development for all CYP. 

Dessent (1992) highlighted that working at a systemic level, at the level of policy and through others to affect change at the individual level is where educational psychology can be most effective, as the usefulness of casework in the wider realm of school effectiveness is rather limited. Dessent (1992) also stated that EPs’ efforts at the individual level, no matter how skilful, will be insignificant in comparison with developments which impinge upon systems and organisations. 

5.1)3. Scope for Combining Work at the Individual (CYP) and Strategic Levels

MacKay and Boyle (1994) and Farrell et al. (2006) have stated that members of school staff view EPs as providing a valuable role regarding psychometric testing and individual casework. Consequently, Ashton and Roberts (2006) asked whether EPs should provide the advice giving service that SENCOs value more than EPs, or whether EPs should promote the value of alternative ways of working, such as strategic work. Kelly and Gray (2000) suggest that part of the answer may be to market the roles that EPs could undertake. Service users may then be better able to judge the different ways of working for themselves. This may include communicating to service users that that individual casework does not automatically infer the use of psychometric testing. It may also be helpful to elicit the perceptions of service users regarding the role of the EP in supporting and developing NPPs, as this could assist EPs in tailoring services and, perhaps, in marketing activities.  

According to Boyle and MacKay (2007) service users have indicated that work at the strategic level is welcome, as long as it does not supplant work at the individual level. Therefore, there is a sound basis for taking forward an agenda both of change and continuity. This is supported by the fact that factor analysis in the current study statistically resulted in a one factor solution. The accepted two factor solution was appropriate from a theoretical perspective, as important differences can be discussed with regard to the two factors (as seen above). However, EPs may prefer to combine elements of individual work and strategic work with regard to NPPs in order to produce positive outcomes for CYP.  






5.1)4. Application of Psychology  

The DfEE (2000) defined the aim of the contribution of EPs as promoting child development and learning through the application of psychology. However, Boyle and Lauchlan (2009) have argued that as the profession has moved away from the child deficit model, it may also have left behind psychological theory, thereby losing a psychological basis to its approach. Consequently, it seems that whether EPs adopt an individual level, a strategic level, or a combined approach to NPPs, the most important factor is likely to be the application of psychology in affecting change. 

5.1)5. Participant Demographics and the Different Factors

Although the factors, rather than the individual participants, are the main focus within Q-methodology, demographic information (see Appendix 20) was gathered for EPs who completed the Q-sort activity, as it was thought that certain participant variables may influence their perceptions of the value of different activities identified to support and develop NPPs. This appeared to be the case, at least to some extent (see the full factor interpretations in the ‘results’ section- p.81-86). For example, the participants who worked in the same LAs tended to load on the same factor, as did those who had undertaken EP training at the same institutions. In addition, the year of training made a difference to the factor loadings, although only from 2010 onwards, with more participants completing training since 2010 loading on Factor 1. Participants who had invested more time on NPPs tended to load on Factor 2, as did participants who reported higher levels of knowledge and understanding of NPPs, and participants who had received formal training in NPPs. Participants loading significantly on Factor 2 had mostly received training from the NGN, whereas participants loading on Factor 1 had received training from a range of providers, such as from EPs within their own LA. Participants’ roles within the LAs also influenced factor loadings, although only for TEPs, who tended to load more on Factor 1. Gender appeared to be the only participant variable that had no association with one of the factors over the other, as equal numbers of males and females loaded on both factors.

As results cannot be generalised from the current Q-methodology study to the EP profession as a whole, it cannot be assumed that these participant variables would be associated with different factor loadings in a wider population of EPs if they were asked for their views on the same topic. However, this could be determined through the use of more appropriate methodology (that does allow for generalisations of results) such as survey techniques (De Mol & Buysse, 2008).

5.2) Research Question 2: How do these Activities (those Identified to Support and Develop Nurture Principles and Practices [NPPs] in Educational Settings) Match up to the Literature on Attachment and NPPs, in Particular the Six Principles?

5.2)1. Valuable Activities and the Literature on Attachment and Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs) with Regard to the Role of the EP
























Table 5.1: Activities Perceived to be more valuable by Participants and how they Link to the Role of the EP 
Valuable Activity	The Currie Report (2002):Training (T)Assessment (A)Consultation (C)Research (R)Intervention (I)At the following levels:LA (LA)Whole-school (WS)Individual, group, family (IGF)	DfEE Report (2000) and Farrell et al. (2006)- The main functions of the EP occur at the following levels:Multi-agency (MA)Schools (S)Early Years (EY)EPs should undertake therapeutic interventions (TI)and have a stronger research component to their role (R)	Randall (2010):Consultation, advice and training (CAT)Casework, assessment and intervention (CAI)Research and policy development (RPD)Early intervention (EI)
Consensus Statements
Activities that involved supporting members of staff: with preventing exclusion; 	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
with interventions; 	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
in educational settings that are less familiar with NPPs; 	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
and with involving parents and carers	(C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
Activities that were viewed as being situation/context dependent, including:Parenting courses;	(C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
working directly with some children in receipt of nurture provision;	(C), (R), (I), (IGF)	(MA), (TI)	(CAI), (RPD), (EI)
becoming involved in the plan-do-review process;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
being at the forefront of promoting NPPs	(T), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
Valuable Activity	The Currie Report (2002):Training (T)Assessment (A)Consultation (C)Research (R)Intervention (I)At the following levels:LA (LA)Whole-school (WS)Individual, group, family (IGF)	DfEE Report (2000) and Farrell et al. (2006)- The main functions of the EP occur at the following levels:Multi-agency (MA)Schools (S)Early Years (EY)EPs should undertake therapeutic interventions (TI)and have a stronger research component to their role (R)	Randall (2010):Consultation, advice and training (CAT)Casework, assessment and intervention (CAI)Research and policy development (RPD)Early intervention (EI)
Factor 1: Nurturing Environments, Nurturing Children (providing support at the setting level [supporting staff] to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments; and providing support at the individual [CYP] level)
Activities that provide support at the setting level and promote an emotionally literate environment, including:Training around issues that relate to NPPs;	(T), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
providing support with behaviour;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
working with CYP on an individual basis;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI)	(CAT), (CAI), (EI)
carrying out assessments;	(A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
supporting with reintegration;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
undertaking therapeutic work	(A), (C), (R), (I), (WS), (IGF)	(S), (TI)	(CAT), (CAI), (EI)
Valuable Activity	The Currie Report (2002):Training (T)Assessment (A)Consultation (C)Research (R)Intervention (I)At the following levels:LA (LA)Whole-school (WS)Individual, group, family (IGF)	DfEE Report (2000) and Farrell et al. (2006)- The main functions of the EP occur at the following levels:Multi-agency (MA)Schools (S)Early Years (EY)EPs should undertake therapeutic interventions (TI)and have a stronger research component to their role (R)	Randall (2010):Consultation, advice and training (CAT)Casework, assessment and intervention (CAI)Research and policy development (RPD)Early intervention (EI)
Factor 2: Strategy and Systems (working at a strategic level to promote NPPs; and providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs)
Activities: undertaken at a strategic level;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
based on an evidence base;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
relating to research;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
regarding presenting nurture data in an appropriate manner to others;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
involving the set-up of NG rooms;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(S), (EY), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
relating to evaluation and quality assurance;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(S), (EY), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
undertaken within a whole-setting approach;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
supporting staff to plan for implementing NPPs;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS)	(MA), (S), (EY)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
providing ongoing support to staff;	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS)	(MA), (S), (EY), (TI), (R)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)
relating to the delivery of nurture training	(T), (A), (C), (R), (I), (LA), (WS), (IGF)	(MA), (S), (EY)	(CAT), (CAI), (RPD), (EI)


Table 5.1 (above) highlights that all the activities participants perceived to be most valuable (within both factors) can be carried out in relation to several of the roles of the EP, as proposed by the Currie Report (2002), the DfEE (2000), Farrell et al. (2006) and Randall (2010). 

In order to demonstrate the reasoning behind the construction of Table 5.1, above, ‘undertaking therapeutic work’ (Factor 1), shall be used as an example. The main role of the EP, concerning ‘undertaking therapeutic work’, in relation to the roles highlighted by the Currie Report (2002), is intervention. However, therapeutic work also has (more loose) links with assessment (as the EP may assess the child in order to determine their needs with regard to intervention), consultation (as the EP may consult with staff or CYP to determine needs with regard to intervention), and research (in that the EP is likely to be considering the evidence-base of the therapeutic intervention). The EP role is unlikely to involve training with regard to therapeutic intervention if the EP is undertaking the intervention, although it may do if the EP is training others to deliver/complete delivery of the intervention. 

With regard to the levels of service delivery, as outlined by the Currie Report (2002), ‘undertaking therapeutic work’ (Factor 1) may occur at the whole-school level (for example, with regard to loss and bereavement, in the case of critical incidents), but is more likely occur at the individual, group or family level. It is less likely to occur at the LA level, as EPs are unlikely to be undertaking therapeutic interventions with LA staff, for example. 

With regard to the roles proposed by the DfEE (2000) and Farrell et al. (2006), ‘undertaking therapeutic work’ (Factor 1) is unlikely to occur at the MA or early years level but may at the school level, as mentioned above. The DfEE (2000) and Farrell et al. (2006) suggested EPs should be investing more time in research. However, research with regard to ‘undertaking therapeutic work’ may not be given priority over some of the other potential EP roles with regard to ‘undertaking therapeutic work’, for example, assessment and consultation. There may be a research element with regard to ‘undertaking therapeutic work’, however, in that EPs may draw upon the evidence-base in order to implement effective intervention. 

One of the EP roles, identified by Randall (2010), with regard to attachment, relates to ‘consultation, advice and training’. EPs, as previously mentioned, may consult with staff in order to determine pupil needs with regard to therapeutic intervention. ‘Casework, assessment and intervention’ was another role identified by Randall (2010) for EPs and, again, ‘undertaking therapeutic work’ (Factor 1) fits within this role, for reasons previously highlighted. Therapeutic intervention may also be part of an ‘early intervention’ approach. However, it is unlikely that through undertaking therapeutic interventions, EPs are contributing to ‘research and policy development’. 

As mentioned previously, the DfEE (2000) defined the aim of the contribution of EPs as promoting child development and learning through the application of psychology- the unique role of the EP. The application of psychology should be at the heart of what EPs do and, therefore, of the activities outlined in Table 5.1, as that is what sets the role apart from the role of others such as specialist teachers.  

5.2)2. Valuable Activities and the Six Principles of Nurture

As well as matching up to the literature with regard to the role of the EP, the activities perceived as most valuable by participants generally appear to match up to the literature with regard to the six nurture principles. All the activities participants perceived to be most valuable (within both factors and the consensus statements), with the exception of one (‘delivering parenting courses’), can be carried out in relation to all of the six nurture principles (Colley, 2009; Lucas et al., 2006). The table in Appendix 24 supports this claim. 

In order to demonstrate the reasoning behind the construction of the table in Appendix 24, the potential EP activity of ‘delivering parenting courses’ (seen as a valuable activity by participants who loaded on both factors) shall be used as an example. Delivering parenting courses relates to the first nurture principle (learning is understood developmentally) in that parents may benefit from the support of an EP in understanding what their child is capable of at various stages of development, so they are better able to provide support in the home. With regard to the second nurture principle, it is unlikely that, within a parenting course, EPs would focus on how to ensure that the classroom offers a safe base. This is something that EPs would tend to support school staff with, for example, rather than parents. Within the context of a parenting course, EPs may focus on how parents could help to foster self-esteem within their children (nurture principle 3- the importance of nurture for the development of self-esteem) and how they could support the development of language and communication skills (nurture principle 4- language as a vital means of communication). One of the topics often covered in parenting courses is behaviour, and so, parents could be supported in developing their understanding that all behaviour is communication (nurture principle 5). Also within parenting courses, EPs could stress the importance of transition in the lives of CYP (nurture principle 6) and provide strategies to empower parents to support transitions. Such transitions may relate to family circumstances, such as divorce, or to education, such as starting school. 

Research Question 2 asked, ‘How do these activities (those identified to support and develop NPPs in educational settings) match up to the literature on attachment and NPPs, in particular the six principles?’ The first question that should be asked is, ‘Do they match up?’ As participants highlighted activities that they perceived could be undertaken to support and develop NPPs in the development of the concourse (see Appendices 5 and 7), it could be reasoned that it would be obvious that the activities perceived as more valuable by participants would match up to the literature with regard to the six nurture principles. However, this was not a given, as not all EPs had an understanding of NPPs and this was why participants were not provided with a definition of NPPs that included the six nurture principles when they consented to participate in the study (see Appendix 2). It may have been that participants would have produced statements that did not match up with the literature, such as ‘Ideally, given no time constraints (time, resources, funding etc.), to support and develop NPPs in educational settings, EPs would/should be discouraging the implementation of programmes that promote self-esteem in CYP’. Although an extreme example, this statement would challenge the existing literature. However, all statements produced in the current study matched up with the themes in the literature (see Appendix 11), for example, activities that would promote self-esteem in CYP. 

The results from the current study indicate that the activities valued by EPs match up to the literature with regard to NPPs. The results also show how they match up, in that many of the activities could be undertaken with the aim of addressing all of the six principles. 

5.3) Research Question 3: What Might be the Implications for Practice with Regard to Randall’s (2010) Call for Action?

Randall (2010) argued that attachment matters and that EPs are best placed to translate attachment theory into practice within education to develop secure attachments in CYP and to promote improved outcomes with regard to SEBS and academic achievement. As discussed in the ‘literature review’, this can be done through supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. 

Several implications for practice have emerged from the current study with regard to how EPs can translate attachment theory into practice via the application of NPPs. One is that activities that are perceived as being potentially more valuable for EPs to undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings (e.g. see Table 5.1) have been identified (those seen as more valuable by each of the factors separately, and by both factors [the consensus statements]). In addition, two potential roles that could be adopted by EPs have emerged as a result of factor analysis. These are:

Role 1: Nurturing Environments, Nurturing Children (providing support at the setting level [supporting staff] to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments; and providing support at the individual [CYP] level)

Role 2: Strategy and Systems (working at a strategic level to promote NPPs; and providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs)

Not only could these activities and roles be adopted by EPs to support CYP with attachment difficulties, but they could also be adopted by EPs to support all CYP, as it is likely that the development of a nurturing school environment, for example, would benefit all CYP. It may be that EPs choose to adopt the role they feel more comfortable with, for example, as a result of: their position within their EPS; the style of service delivery within their EPS; or the purpose or context of their work. However, rather than simply adopting those activities that were perceived to be more valuable within the role they most identify with, they may, instead, choose to undertake a variety of activities that were identified as more valuable, across the two roles. In support of this, many participants who provided responses to the factors in the follow-up stage of data collection (see Appendix 22) reported they were currently carrying out activities that were in line with the activities highlighted as more valuable within one of the factors but that they felt, ideally, they should be doing more in relation to some of the activities highlighted as more valuable by the other factor. For example, when providing an opinion concerning factors 1 and 2, one participant stated, “I think both are very important and relevant and I have really agonised over which I most identify with. I think it really comes down to the context in which you as an EP work. Where I have worked to a casework model then Factor 1 would have been most appropriate. However as I currently work to a consultancy model I feel that I more readily identify with factor 2.” Similarly, another participant commented, “It is easier to identify with Factor 1 as it is core work for an EP.  Other strategic work may be possible through specifically allocated work, funded work or a specialism.”

The current study has achieved its motivational aim in providing greater clarity around how EPs can support and develop NPPs in educational settings in practice and how NPPs are conceptualised by different groups. Consequently, EPs may be better able to identify a starting point for supporting and developing NPPs. The current study has also, therefore, expanded on the activities that Randall (2010) highlighted as useful in working with CYP with attachment difficulties and has provided EPs with a greater choice and range of ideas about how they may support and develop NPPs in educational settings. The overall implications are that we can now, ‘...get on and do it!’ (Randall, 2010, p.93)

Research regarding the actual effectiveness of the activities and roles identified as valuable in the current study in promoting attachments, SEBS and academic achievement, for example (rather than the focus being simply on EPs’ perceptions) would be valuable as a ‘next step’. 

5.4) How will the Application of the Identified Roles and Activities make a Difference?

As stated in the ‘literature review’, Colley (2009) argued that it is through the application of the six nurture principles that pupils acquire new skills which reduce or remove barriers to learning and success in the mainstream classroom. In addition, examples were provided in the ‘literature review’ under the heading ‘The Effectiveness of Nurture Groups (NGs)’ (see p.19) as to how the six nurture principles have been found to make a positive difference in CYP’s lives. 

As NPPs have been shown to have a positive effect on the development of a range of skills in CYP, and as the activities that have been perceived to be more valuable in supporting and developing NPPs in the current study have been found to match up to the literature on attachment and NPPs, in particular the six principles (Research Question 2), it could be reasoned that the activities and roles identified within the current study might be expected to also have a positive impact upon the development of the range of skills in CYP that were discussed in the ‘literature review’. 

Consequently, the activities and roles perceived, in the current study, to be most valuable for EPs to adopt to support and develop NPPs (whether they characterised Factor 1 or 2), may support CYP in forming emotional bonds (Reber & Reber, 2001) with others. They also may result in CYP experiencing repeated positive and empathic (Sroufe, 1983; Geddes, 2003) interactions with adults (e.g. members of staff and EPs) that contradict existing insecure internal working models (Bowlby, 1969). The activities may encourage the development of secure attachments with adults in the educational setting (Geddes, 2003; O’Connor & Colwell, 2002), resulting in altered attachment patterns (Riggs, 2005). 

The adoption of the activities and roles highlighted as being more valuable in the current study by EPs might be expected to result in the development of nurturing environments (Simpson et al., 2007; O’Connor & Colwell, 2002; Aviles et al., 2006), which is a particular theme within Factor 1, and in improved SEBS (e.g. trust, confidence, self-esteem and communication skills- Colley, 2009). Consequently, improved cognitive progression (Binnie & Allen, 2008) and academic achievement (March & Healy, 2007; Binnie & Allen, 2008) may also result. CYP’s developmental stages may become more in line with their chronological age (Doyle, 2003) and their ability to cope in mainstream classrooms (Gerrard, 2006; Iszatt & Wasilewska, 1997; Sanders, 2007), their motivation to attend school (Cooper et al., 2001) and parent-child interactions (Binnie & Allen, 2008) may all be improved.

Members of staff in educational settings may feel increasingly empowered (Sanders, 2007) to improve outcomes as a result of EPs undertaking the activities perceived as valuable in the current study. However, it is not necessarily the case that they would place value upon the same activities and roles as the EPs in the current study. By supporting staff to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments (Factor 1, theme 1) and to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs (Factor 2, theme 2), EPs may improve staff members’ understanding of how social and emotional factors affect CYP’s learning, and their ability to adopt NPPs in the classroom. Members of staff may also speak more positively about CYP with SEBDs (Binnie & Allen, 2008) when they have been supported to implement NPPs by EPs. 

Sanders (2007) identified activities for the EP that could be useful with regard to NPPs, including: supporting members of staff to shift their focus from solely academic activities to activities with a main aim of developing social and emotional competence; and reassuring mainstream class teachers about the benefits of the application of NPPs. Both of these activities could be carried out within either Role 1 (Factor 1, theme 1: providing support at the setting level [supporting staff] to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments) or Role 2 (Factor 2, theme 2: providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs), as identified by the current study. Sanders (2007) also identified the following roles for the EP that could be useful with regard to NPPs: encouraging whole-school recognition of the importance of NPPs (theme 2, Factor 2); contributing to quality assurance; and coordinating the nurture initiative within the LA. These activities would, perhaps, fit more within Role 2, as identified within the current study, as they have more of a strategic feel about them. The roles or activities identified by Sanders (2007), therefore, could be addressed by the adoption of the activities perceived as being more valuable within the current study (see Table 5.1). In addition, Sanders (2007) suggested that the influence of outsiders, such as LA representatives, raises the credibility for staff to maintain a nurturing approach. It may be, therefore, that simply the presence of the EP is supportive enough for members of staff. 

In summary, the roles and activities perceived as being more valuable in the current study may directly promote the NGN six principles of nurture (as reported by Lucas et al., 2006- see p.19) to reduce barriers to learning (Colley, 2009). They also may result in EPs feeling more confident in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. 

5.5) In Supporting and Developing Nurture Principles and Practices in Educational Settings, What Aspects of Members of School Staff’s and Children’s Learning and Development, can EPs Influence?

As previously stated, in addition to the statements that were provided by participants for the concourse, participants also provided, during the FGs and surveys (see Appendices 5 and 7), information regarding the above question. This question was asked in order to determine whether nurture may have a further reaching impact on aspects of members of school staff’s and children’s learning and development than is implied by the six principles. 

The responses of participants, in relation to the above question (see Appendix 8d) were thematically analysed, and compared with the NGN six principles of nurture. The identified themes are summarised in Tables 4.4 and 4.5 in the ‘results’ section (see p.90- p.95). The information presented in Table 4.4 (see p.90) implies that all of the aspects of children’s learning and development, that participants felt nurture would address, appear to be addressed by the six nurture principles. For example, with regard to ‘emotional skills and development’, emotional skills can be understood developmentally (principle 1), which would, in turn, facilitate emotional development, as adults would interact with CYP on an appropriate emotional level. Creating a safe environment within a classroom (principle 2) supports emotional development, as CYP are likely to feel safe to express their wants and needs in such an environment. In addition, fostering self-esteem (principle 3) in CYP can support emotional development, as if they have good self-esteem they are likely to be emotionally secure. Also, encouraging communication, particularly with regard to language (principle 4) around emotions (which is a focus of the SEAL programme- DfES, 2005), can support emotional development, as CYP learn to express their emotions in an effective and safe manner. By understanding that all behaviour is communication (principle 5), members of staff can identify the reasons behind behaviour and support CYP to behave in more positive ways, thereby facilitating more positive emotional development. When members of staff understand the importance of transition in children’s lives (principle 6), they are able to support transitions that CYP may find emotionally difficult, thus supporting their emotional development as a whole. 

The information presented in Table 4.5 (see p.92) implies that all of the aspects of staff members’ learning and development that participants felt nurture would address, appear to be addressed by the six nurture principles. For example, when members of school staff are able to understand that ‘all behaviour is communication’ (principle 5), they are able to better understand that ‘parents are not to blame’ for insecure attachments and their consequences. It may be, for example, that the behaviour that parents’ have exhibited, that has resulted in insecure attachments, has stemmed from post-natal depression. As a result of understanding that all behaviour is communication, members of staff may alter their own behaviour towards parents of insecurely attached CYP, whether this is simply in relation to the way they perceive the parents, or whether it is also in the way they interact with such parents. 

In summary, all of the aspects of members of school staff’s and children’s learning and development, as volunteered by members of school staff and EPs, and highlighted in Tables 4.4 and 4.5 in the ‘results’ section (p.90-p.95), may be addressed by the six nurture principles. It appears, therefore, unnecessary for further nurture principles to be added to the existing six. Consequently, EPs may be able to influence all of these aspects of learning and development by adopting the activities and roles that have been perceived as being potentially more valuable, in the current study, to undertake to support and develop NPPs in educational settings (e.g. see Table 5.1).  

An advantage of the current study is that no others, to my knowledge, have specifically addressed the aspects of members of school staff’s learning and development that EPs can influence in supporting and developing NPPs. However, the current study could also have looked at aspects of parents’ learning and development that EPs can influence in supporting and developing NPPs.

5.6) Strengths and Limitations of the Current Study

Some of the limitations of the current study relate to the limitations of Q-methodology in general, which have been mentioned previously (see the ‘methodology’ and ‘results’ sections- p.39 and 66). These, for example, include the fact that the results from the current study cannot be generalised to a population of people and that bias can enter into a Q-study during the statement selection and data analysis phases. 

With regard to the current study, a more specific limitation included the fact that the data resulting from one of the questions in the questionnaire (see Appendix 4) were not made use of in any way. Participants were asked, ‘Do you consider supporting and developing nurture principles and practices to be different (i.e. would you carry out different activities in relation to these areas)?’ It was initially reasoned that statements may have had to reflect this distinction, as these activities may be valued differently by participants. However, ultimately, all the statements encompassed activities that could be undertaken in both ‘supporting’ and ‘developing’ contexts. As such, the data collected in response to this question were not analysed. 

A further limitation was that the extensive concourse took considerable time to reduce into the Q-set and, because there were many original statements, the final ones were often not presented in the participants’ own words. However, they remained representative of the concourse as far as possible, in that the themes of all the statements were included and participants’ own words were used as much as possible. A strength regarding the concourse was that not many additional statements were added to it as a result of the literature review. As such, the concourse appeared to be fully representative of the existing evidence-base regarding the topic. I was happy that the final Q-set was representative of everything that could be expressed on the topic, as a result of my own knowledge of NPPs.

An additional limitation, concerning the final statements, was that they were quite wordy and several participants commented that there was a lot to read. However, many also reported that the fact that the main part of the statement was printed in bold helped them to focus on the main theme of the statement. It may have been favourable to have fewer statements. An additional strength of the current research was the quick response rate of the participants completing the Q-sort activity.  

Participants reported sorting into the middle area of the distribution grid for different reasons (see Appendix 19) when they had been asked to sort activities they had ‘no strong feeling about’ into this area, which was also a potential limitation of the current study. Some participants, for example, had sorted statements so that those in the ‘0’ position were more valuable that ‘-1’ but less valuable than ‘+1’. This may have affected the interpretation of the factors because for some participants, statements they had no particularly strong feeling about will have been placed in the middle of the grid, whereas for others, those in the middle may have been ones they felt strongly about. However, because I had asked participants to provide information regarding their rationale for sorting into the middle of the distribution, it is likely that the statements in the ‘0’ position were interpreted in the way in which participants intended and that, consequently, factors were interpreted correctly. A further limitation regarding the Q-sort activity was that some participants initially did not want to place activities that they considered to be valuable in negatively numbered columns, despite the fact that it had been explained in the Q-sort instructions (see Appendix 6) that the headings of the columns were not important and that they should sort from most to least valuable, across the distribution.

Strengths of the study include the fact that it has begun to address the gap in the research with regard to translating attachment theory into practice via the application of NPPs, and that it has considered the application of NPPs in a wider context than much of the previous literature, which has focused on NPPs simply in relation to NGs. In addition, the current study considered whether wider aspects of school staff’s and children’s learning and development could be influenced by NPPs than implied by the six NGN principles. 

The adoption of Q-methodology in the current study was a strength due to its status as a long-established (Venables et al., 2009) method for extracting subjective attitudes and opinion (Cross, 2005; Oh & Kendall, 2009). Although alternative readings of the example factors were a possibility, the various checks and balances thorough attention to the item rankings, to participant comment and to the verifying remarks and follow-up data collected from loading participants, provided me with confidence that the conclusions reached were valid and reliable. 

Some of the most important strengths and limitations of the current study were identified by participants when completing the feedback questions (see Appendix 17). The results show that overall, the Q-sort activity was well-received, for example, in that it encouraged participants to reflect on their own practice with regard to NPPs. Criticisms regarding the Q-sort, however, included, for example, time constraints when completing the activity and frustrations around wanting to place more statements in some of the columns than there were cells. Watts and Stenner (2012) explained that some participants experience the distribution as restrictive for this very reason, and they state that an alternative is to make use of a free or non-standardised distribution which allows participants to assign any number of items to any number of the available ranking values. However, Watts and Stenner (2012) point out that although a free distribution appears to allow participants greater freedom, it actually results in them making lots of decisions that make no difference to the factors that emerge from the study. Q-methodologists generally choose to use a forced distribution because it represents the most convenient and pragmatic means of facilitating the item ranking process, both for the researcher and the participants and, for these reasons, a forced distribution was utilised within the current study. 

Participants also stated that they felt some of the statements did not need to be included in the Q-sort, particularly those that made reference to the NGN. This may have been because several participants working in the North West have established links with the NW nurture steering group instead (the group which took part in the FG activity). Particular statements that were commented upon by participants, along with their comments, can be found in Appendix 23).   

5.7) My Reflections Regarding the Research

As the current study employed a social constructionist approach, it was acknowledged that I would influence the research process and results, to some extent.  I felt well-placed in researching the topic, as a result of previous experience. At the beginning of the research journey, I was passionate about NGs, as a result of my previous role as an Assistant EP, and this did not change throughout the research process. Previous experience aided some of the decisions made. For example, during the finalisation of the Q-set, decisions were made as a result of this experience, often because decisions ‘felt’ right. However, as far as possible, I attempted to ensure that the Q-set represented the views expressed in the concourse, rather than my own views, although ultimately, this resulted in the same thing. 

In relation to the research journey in general, I found several points particularly challenging. One difficulty concerned producing a research proposal that reflected exactly what I was going to do within the research at each stage. I spent a considerable amount of time on the research proposal with the aim of ironing out as many potential difficulties as early as possible in the research process. This proved extremely beneficial, as the proposed research did not change very much from that which was proposed. Also, becoming familiar with a methodology that I had never previously encountered, and all the stages that needed to be covered within the research in order to produce a good Q-methodological study, was very time consuming. However, I feel I have done this well within the current research and that my study would be beneficial for others who may be considering undertaking a Q-methodological study to read in order to guide them in the process. Some stages of the research took much longer than expected, including thematic analysis of the concourse to produce the final Q-set. The concourse resulted in hundreds of statements (see Appendices 8 and 9) and, consequently, it was a very time consuming and frustrating process to condense these statements into a final Q-set of 60. However, as this is the main research instrument in Q-methodology, I knew it was important to get this right. The final Q-set is something that I was particularly proud of within the research, as I feel it represented the concourse and the topic extremely well. The Q-set, consequently, could be used in further research around nurture. The other major challenge for me, within the research process, concerned writing up the research. Some days it was a challenge simply opening my laptop, as it seemed like I had a mountain to climb. However, because this research was a labour of love, and because I very much wanted to produce a piece of work that would be beneficial for practising EPs to read, I was motivated to achieve my goal. I am very pleased with the outcome and am looking forward to sharing the research and findings with EPs for the benefit of the CYP with whom they work.         

The results, with regard to the emerging roles of the EP, and activities that were perceived as being more valuable, did not surprise me and I felt they were useful roles and activities for EPs to undertake to support and develop NPPs effectively. I very much believe in the application of NPPs in supporting pupils with SEBDs. However, because of this, future research along the same theme should be carried out that is not situated within the social constructionist paradigm, and by researchers who are more objective about NPPs, in order to produce more objective results that are generalisable to the wider population of EPs. 

5.8) Strengths and Limitations of Attachment Theory

Although the adoption of NPPs has been proven to improve outcomes, some of the arguments for rejecting the adoption of NPPs as an EP may result from the limitations associated with attachment theory. For example, Bowlby’s original work implied that children who experience insecure attachments will later experience psychopathology. This is likely to anger educationalists, as it implies poor outcomes and little scope for effective intervention in school (Slater, 2007). However, Bowlby later rejected this deterministic view, replacing it with a model that emphasised risk and resilience factors (Rutter & O’Conner, 1999).

In addition, Pierrehumbert et al. (2000) argued there is general agreement that variables such as child gender (e.g. Fagot & Kavanagh, 1990), environmental stress and difficulty in the parent-child relationship (Thompson, 1999) as well as parental perceptions, attitudes or psychopathology moderate the effect of attachment on later problems. Many factors are likely to affect the growth of characteristics in a young child and, consequently, Fagot and Kavanagh (1990) warned against drawing clinical implications from early attachment classifications. However, the majority of studies have found support for a link between infant attachment and later functioning (e.g. Werner & Smith, 2001).

A strength of attachment theory, however, was highlighted by Slater (2007) who argued that it is not beneficial for attachment theory to blame the primary attachment figure (generally the mother in western societies) for negative outcomes and that instead, attachment theory should offer opportunities for support and intervention. This is where the application of NPPs can play a role.

A further strength of attachment theory is that it offers an explanation for the feelings associated with the ‘trauma’ of separation and loss and their disruptive long-term effects. It also provides an alternative to within-child explanations of behaviour, emphasising instead the importance of relationships and environmental factors. In addition, although its roots lie within a psychodynamic perspective, attachment theory has also drawn from other disciplines, including neuroscience, cognitive psychology, developmental psychology, and anthropology, to name but a few (Slater, 2007).

5.9) Future Research 

As previously suggested, future research could involve investigating the representativeness of the findings from the current study within the wider EP population, through the use of more appropriate methodology such as survey techniques (De Mol & Buysse, 2008). This would allow generalisations to be made regarding EP perceptions of their role in supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings. Also, evaluations could be made regarding the impact of the activities and roles identified within the current study on the SEBS of CYP, for example. 





The current research has succeeded in its aim to identify a range of activities (see Table 5.1, p.105) and roles that EPs perceive to be most valuable for them to undertake in order to support and develop NPPs in educational settings:

Role 1: Nurturing Environments, Nurturing Children: providing support at the setting level (supporting staff) to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments; and providing support at the individual (CYP) level

Role 2: Strategy and Systems: working at a strategic level to promote NPPs; and providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs

The way in which EPs’ perceptions differed (i.e. between the two emerging factors) with regard to the activities and roles that were perceived to be more valuable was discussed (research question 1), along with the way in which these activities and roles matched up to the literature on attachment and NPPs, in particular the six nurture principles (research question 2). In addition, implications for practice with regard to the activities and roles that were perceived to be more valuable, in relation to Randall’s (2010) call for action (research question 3) were discussed. In addressing these research questions, the current study has filled a gap in the literature. However, in order to allow generalisations to be made to the EP population as a whole, an alternative methodology needs to be employed regarding these research questions. Despite this, the findings will hopefully result in providing EPs with a starting point for the application of NPPs with the aim of supporting all CYP in reaching their full potential. ‘ATTACHMENT MATTERS’ (Randall, 2010, p.93). Consequently, EPs should be supporting CYP to develop secure attachments in school to address difficulties that have resulted from the lack of such attachment relationships previously. We now have some ideas about how attachment theory may be translated into practice (Randall, 2010) for this purpose.
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7.1) Appendix 1: Attachment Style Guidelines

Table 1: Symptoms that are commonly seen in children with attachment problems (from Fahlberg (2003 p.44-45)
Psychological or behavioural problemsConscience developmentMay not show normal anxiety following aggressive or cruel behaviourMay not show guilt on breaking laws or rulesMay project blame on othersImpulse controlExhibits poor control; depends upon others to provideExhibits lack of foresightHas a poor attention spanSelf-esteemIs unable to get satisfaction from tasks well doneSees self as undeservingSees self as incapable of changeHas difficulty having funInterpersonal interactionsLacks trust in othersDemands affection but lacks depth in relationshipsExhibits hostile dependencyNeeds to be in control of all situationsHas impaired social maturityEmotionsHas trouble recognising own feelingsHas difficulty expressing feelings appropriately, especially anger, sadness, and frustrationHas difficulty recognising feelings in othersCognitive problemsHas trouble with basic cause and effectExperiences problems with logical thinkingAppears to have confused thought processesHas difficulty thinking aheadMay have an impaired senseHas difficulties with abstract thinkingDevelopmental ProblemsMay have difficulty with auditory processingMay have difficulty expressing self well verballyMay have gross motor problemsMay experience delays in fine-motor adaptive skillsMay experience delays in personal-social developmentMay have inconsistent levels of skills in all of the above areas

Table 2: What to look for in assessing attachment and bonding: primary school years (from Fahlberg (2003 p.36)

Does the child…?	Does the parent…?






7.2)1. Appendix 2a: Participant information sheet for EPs

Research Title: Educational Psychologists’ Perceptions of their Role in Supporting and Developing Nurture Principles and Practices in Educational Settings: Implications for Practice

I require EPs, who may or may not have an understanding of nurture principles and practices, to take part in my research.

What are ‘Nurturing principles and practices’ (NPPs)? 

Nurture Groups (NGs) were introduced in the 1970s by Marjorie Boxall, as a result of large numbers of children presenting with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties on entry to school. NG children typically have a history of disruptive or withdrawn behaviour (Sanders, 2007) and Boxall (2002) concluded that these difficulties result from ‘impoverished early nurturing’. Consequently, children are unable to form trusting relationships with adults or respond appropriately to other children and are ‘not ready’ for the intellectual and social demands of school life. Boxall drew upon Bowlby’s work (e.g. Bowlby, 1965; 1969; 1973; 1980) around attachment theory to develop the concept of NGs and nurture principles and practices (NPPs) (Purcell, 2010). NPPs are the principles and practices that are adopted to address the difficulties these children face as a result of ‘impoverished early nurturing’. 

The purpose and rationale of the project

While a handful of journal articles have been written about the effectiveness of NGs (and, therefore, NPPs) in relation to improving the social, emotional and behavioural skills (SEBS) of children, the role of the educational psychologist (EP) in nurture has hardly been mentioned. This project aims to investigate which of a range of activities EPs perceive to be more valuable for them to undertake in order to support and develop NPPs in educational settings. It is predicted that several ‘roles’ may emerge that EPs could adopt to promote NPPs. I am interested in the role of the EP in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings in general- not just within NGs.  

The research methods to be employed by the project

The main method to be employed by the research study is Q-methodology. This will involve EPs sorting a range of statements, which relate to the activities they could undertake in order to support and develop NPPs in educational settings, into a distribution grid, according to how valuable they perceive them to be. A completed sort is called a Q-sort. Statements will first be gathered for the Q-sort via surveys and focus groups (FGs). I plan to use a technique within the FGs which involves participants writing down responses to questions, rather than engaging in discussion. The Q-sort data will be analysed using a statistical package called PQMethod. This will identify ‘types’ of EP in terms of the way they have sorted the statements and will hopefully result in the identification of EP roles. Interesting themes emerging from the data will be explored in follow-up structured/semi-structured interviews or FGs, with a selection of participants, with a view to understanding why they have emerged. If FGs are chosen at this point, a more traditional method will be adopted, in that discussions, concerning the results, will then be encouraged. 

What participation in the research will require in practice

The time plan may alter slightly but I aim to adhere to the times indicated below:
● May/June 2011- Stage 1: You would either take part in a FG (approximately 1hr in length) or complete a survey and would be randomly allocated to one of these conditions. School staff may also be present in the FGs.
● July 2011- Stage 2: You would complete the Q-sort activity (approximately 30 minutes) in my presence, if possible. If not, you would be asked to complete it independently and post/email your responses to me.
● September 2011- Stage 3: A selection of EPs who have completed the Q-sort would be invited to take part in either follow-up interviews or FGs (approximately 1 hr in length) - the method will be chosen at a later date. 

It would be possible for EPs to take part in only stage 1 or stage 2 of the research. However, I would like EPs, who consent to participate, to take part in all stages of the research, if possible. All participants, at the first stage of participation, will be asked to complete a brief questionnaire regarding their current knowledge of NPPs. This will also allow me to determine any variables, between participants, which may affect the way they sort activities. 

The conditions under which the project will be conducted

Private rooms will be booked for the FGs, depending on where participants are based. As a last resort, a room could be booked at the University of Sheffield. Every effort will be taken to reduce the potential for participants to be inconvenienced due to the location of venues. During stage 2, I will aim to travel to participants.     








These professionals should be contacted regarding general information about the research or if you, as a participant, experience stress, harm, or have any concerns about the research. In the case that a matter has been raised directly with the professionals named above, the ultimate University channel for the registration of complaints is the Registrar and Secretary within the University of Sheffield.

How will participant confidentiality be safeguarded and what will happen to data collected?

If you consent to take part in the research, you will be given a letter of identification (e.g. Participant A), and will be referred to by that letter, so that all information and data will remain confidential. I will use digital audio-recording equipment, during FGs and interviews, to record statements for the Q-sort and to transcribe and thematically analyse data regarding themes emerging from the PQ-Method analysis. All recorded information and any material from which you could be identified, will be stored securely (in a locked cupboard and on a password protected computer) throughout the research period. It will only seen by me (the researcher) and, potentially, by my research supervisor (if considered necessary) and will be destroyed once I have passed my course. The research may be published in the public domain, as well as in my thesis, but you will remain anonymous under all circumstances. 

The potential risks/inconveniences and benefits that may arise

You may experience some inconvenience in taking time out of your professional duties to participate. Debriefing will take place, following all stages of participation, in case you are exposed to distressing conversations. However, it is unlikely that the content of discussions will fall outside the realms of what EPs and school staff discuss in their everyday working lives. The benefits are likely to outweigh potential costs, as the research is expected to provide valuable information about the contribution of EPs’ practice with regard to nurture. I will offer a one-off CPD session to all participants on completion of the research. This will outline the results and highlight implications for practice. 

The consequences of non-participation 

The consequences of not participating in this research would result in the continuation of a gap in the research in this area and, therefore, in a continuation of practice that lacks an evidence-base.

Non-Participation/ Withdrawal from the Research

You have the right to refuse to participate in the research. You also have the right to withdraw from the research, after you have provided consent, without giving a reason, and without detriment to yourself, up until the point where the data has begun to be analysed. Any data previously collected would be destroyed. However, these rights cannot extend to the withdrawal of already published findings. 













7.2)2. Appendix 2b: Consent Form for EPs   

Please read the following statement and if you are happy to participate, indicate whether you understand your right to withdraw, whether or not you consent to being audio-recorded if you participate in a focus group, and the stages in which you would be willing to participate, then sign below. Otherwise, please put a cross in this box:  
I do NOT wish to take part in this study.


The researcher has given me my own copy of the participant information sheet. This explains the nature of the research and what I would be asked to do as a participant. I understand that the research is for a thesis project and that the confidentiality of the information I provide will be safeguarded unless subject to any legal requirements. The researcher has given me the opportunity to ask questions about the research. 

I agree to take part as a participant in this research and I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study, up until the point of data analysis, without giving reason and without detriment to myself.

I consent to focus groups, in which I may be a part, being audio-recorded and agree to the proposed methods for recording, storing, use, and destroying of recorded media, as indicated in the information sheet.

Please indicate the stages of the research you consent to participating in (I would like EPs to consent to take part in all stages ideally, but if you are only able to take part in one stage, please indicate your preference):
           














Family Name (BLOCK LETTERS): ...........................................................................































PLEASE RETURN TO: Sarah Purcell by FRIDAY 3RD JUNE, 2011 at the email/postal address(s) below (or contact Sarah for further information, if required, by WEDNESDAY 1ST JUNE, 2011):


[Email address provided] (preferable)    OR:	Sarah Purcell




















7.3)1. Appendix 3a: Participant information sheet for School Staff


Research Title: Educational Psychologists’ Perceptions of their Role in Supporting and Developing Nurture Principles and Practices in Educational Settings: Implications for Practice


I require members of school staff who have some understanding of nurture principles and practices to take part in my research.


What are ‘Nurturing principles and practices’ (NPPs)? 

Nurture Groups (NGs) were introduced in the 1970s by Marjorie Boxall, as a result of large numbers of children presenting with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties on entry to school. NG children typically have a history of disruptive or withdrawn behaviour (Sanders, 2007) and Boxall (2002) concluded that these difficulties result from ‘impoverished early nurturing’. Consequently, children are unable to form trusting relationships with adults or respond appropriately to other children and are ‘not ready’ for the intellectual and social demands of school life. Boxall drew upon Bowlby’s work (e.g. Bowlby, 1965; 1969; 1973; 1980) around attachment theory to develop the concept of NGs and nurture principles and practices (NPPs) (Purcell, 2010). NPPs are the principles and practices that are adopted to address the difficulties these children face as a result of ‘impoverished early nurturing’. 

The purpose and rationale of the project

While a handful of journal articles have been written about the effectiveness of NGs (and, therefore, NPPs) in relation to improving the social, emotional and behavioural skills (SEBS) of children, the role of the educational psychologist (EP) in nurture has hardly been mentioned. This project aims to investigate which of a range of activities EPs perceive to be more valuable for them to undertake in order to support and develop NPPs in educational settings. It is predicted that several ‘roles’ may emerge that EPs could adopt to promote NPPs. I am interested in the role of the EP in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings in general- not just within NGs.  

The research methods to be employed by the project

The main method to be employed by the research study is Q-methodology. This will involve EPs sorting a range of statements, which relate to the activities they could undertake in order to support and develop NPPs in educational settings, into a distribution grid, according to how valuable they perceive them to be. A completed sort is called a Q-sort. 

Statements will first be gathered for the Q-sort, via surveys and focus groups (FGs), from both EPs and from school staff who have some understanding of NPPs. I plan to use a technique within the FGs which involves participants writing down responses to questions, rather than engaging in discussion. 

The Q-sort data will be analysed using a statistical package called PQMethod. This will identify ‘types’ of EP in terms of the way they have sorted the statements in the Q-sort and will hopefully result in the identification of EP roles. Interesting themes emerging from the data will be explored in follow-up structured/semi-structured interviews or FGs, with a selection of EPs, with a view to understanding why they have emerged. 

What participation in the research will require in practice

The time plan may alter slightly but I aim to adhere to the times indicated below:
● May/June 2011- Stage 1: You would either take part in a FG (approximately 1hr in length) or complete a survey and would be randomly allocated to one of these conditions. EPs may also be present in the FGs. 

All participants will be asked to complete a brief questionnaire, at the beginning of the FG session or when completing a survey, regarding their current knowledge of NPPs (which may be negligible). 

The conditions under which the project will be conducted

Private rooms will be booked for the FGs, depending on where participants are based. As a last resort, a room could be booked at the University of Sheffield. Every effort will be taken to reduce the potential for participants to be inconvenienced due to the location of venues. 








These professionals should be contacted regarding general information about the research, or if you, as a participant, experience stress, harm, or have any concerns about the research. In the case that a matter has been raised directly with the professionals named above, the ultimate University channel for the registration of complaints is the Registrar and Secretary within the University of Sheffield.

How will participant confidentiality be safeguarded and what will happen to data collected?

If you consent to taking part in the research, you will be given a letter of identification (e.g. Participant A), and will be referred to by that letter, so that all information and data will remain confidential. I will use digital audio-recording equipment, during FGs to record statements for the Q-sort. All recorded information and any material from which you could be identified, will be stored securely (in a locked cupboard and on a password protected computer) throughout the research period. It will only seen by me (the researcher) and, potentially, by my research supervisor (if considered necessary) and will be destroyed once I have passed my course. The research may be published in the public domain, as well as in my thesis, but you will remain anonymous under all circumstances. 

The potential risks/inconveniences and benefits that may arise

You may experience some inconvenience in taking time out of your professional duties to participate. Debriefing will take place, following all stages of participation, in case you are exposed to distressing conversations. However, it is unlikely that the content of discussions will fall outside the realms of what EPs and school staff discuss in their everyday working lives. The benefits are likely to outweigh potential costs, as the research is expected to provide valuable information about the contribution of EPs’ practice with regard to nurture. I will offer a one-off CPD session to all participants on completion of the research. This will outline the results and highlight implications for practice. 


The consequences of non-participation 

The consequences of not participating in this research would result in the continuation of a gap in the research in this area and, therefore, in a continuation of practice that lacks an evidence-base.

Non-Participation/ Withdrawal from the Research

You have the right to refuse to participate in the research. You also have the right to withdraw from the research, after you have provided consent, without giving a reason, and without detriment to yourself, up until the point where the data has begun to be analysed. Any data previously collected would be destroyed. However, these rights cannot extend to the withdrawal of already published findings. 














7.3)2. Appendix 3b: Consent Form for School Staff   
		

Please read the following statement and if you are happy to participate, indicate whether you understand your right to withdraw, whether you understand about being randomly allocated into a survey or focus group condition, and whether you consent to being audio-recorded if you participate in a focus group, then sign below. Otherwise, please put a cross in this box:  

I do NOT wish to take part in this study.


The researcher has given me my own copy of the participant information sheet. This explains the nature of the research and what I would be asked to do as a participant. I understand that the research is for a thesis project and that the confidentiality of the information I provide will be safeguarded unless subject to any legal requirements. The researcher has given me the opportunity to ask questions about the research. 


I agree to take part as a participant in this research and I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study, up until the point of data analysis, without giving reason and without detriment to myself.

   
I understand that I will be randomly allocated into either a survey or focus group condition 

					










Family Name (BLOCK LETTERS): ..........................................................................



































PLEASE RETURN TO: Sarah Purcell by FRIDAY 3RD JUNE, 2011 at the email/postal address(s) below (or contact Sarah for further information, if required, by WEDNESDAY 1ST JUNE, 2011):


[Email address provided] (preferable)    OR:	Sarah Purcell

















7.4) Appendix 4: Questionnaire to Determine Variables between Participants (EPs)













1)	I am male/female (please delete as appropriate).


1)	I completed/am due to complete (delete as appropriate) my EP training in  (year).






1)	If you have been involved in supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings, approximately how much of your time have you devoted to this, in general? (Please place a tick in one of the boxes below.)


I have not been involved			41- 60 % of my time


0-	20 % of my time				61- 80 % of my time

		















No Knowledge/				       Lots of Knowledge/ Understanding Understanding		


1)	I have/have not (delete as appropriate) received formal nurture group training.






An Educational Psychologist in my own authority		
 

An Educational Psychologist from a different authority	

















Also, if yes, have you only been involved in one aspect or both? (Please indicate by placing a tick in one of the boxes below.)

Supporting nurture principles and practices  


Developing nurture principles and practices 


Both supporting and developing nurture principles and practices  					


1)	In which contexts do you tend to think about and/or apply nurture principles and practices?

I tend to think about and/or apply nurture principles and practices in relation to nurture groups per se								 

I tend to think about and/or apply nurture principles and practices in a wider context than in relation to nurture groups per se	







7.5)1. Appendix 5a: Survey for Educational Psychologists








1)	I am male/female (please delete as appropriate).


2)	I completed/am due to complete (delete as appropriate) my EP training in  (year).

3)	I undertook/am undertaking (delete as appropriate) my EP training at  University. 


4)	If you have been involved in supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings, approximately how much of your time have you devoted to this, in general? (Please place a tick in one of the boxes below.)


I have not been involved			41- 60 % of my time


1-	20 % of my time				61- 80 % of my time

		

















6)	I have/have not (delete as appropriate) received formal nurture group training.






An Educational Psychologist in my own authority		
 

An Educational Psychologist from a different authority	

Other (Please state): 













Also, if yes, have you only been involved in one aspect or both? (Please indicate by placing a tick in one of the boxes below.)

Supporting nurture principles and practices  


Developing nurture principles and practices 






8)	In which contexts do you tend to think about and/or apply nurture principles and practices?

I tend to think about and/or apply nurture principles and practices in relation to nurture groups per se								 

I tend to think about and/or apply nurture principles and practices in a wider context than in relation to nurture groups per se	
















9)	As an EP, what do you feel you are currently doing/what have you done to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings? 

Please place a tick in the small box below if you agree with the corresponding statement. Otherwise, please complete the sentence stem in the large box below. 







































































10)	Ideally, given no constraints (time, resources, funding etc.), what would/should EPs be doing to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings?

Please place a tick in the small box below if you agree with the corresponding statement. Otherwise, please complete the sentence stem in the large box below. 




















































11)	What do you consider is NOT part of the EP role in terms of supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings? 



































































































































Thank you very much for completing this survey.  
PLEASE RETURN TO: Sarah Purcell by FRIDAY 24TH JUNE, 2011 at the email/postal address(s) below:
[email address provided] (preferable)    OR:	[Postal address provided]


7.5)2. Appendix 5b: Survey for Members of School Staff






1)	Ideally, given no constraints (time, resources, funding etc.), what would/should Educational Psychologists (EPs) be doing to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings?
Please place a tick in the small box below if you agree with the corresponding statement. Otherwise, please complete the sentence stem in the large below. 














































2)	What do you consider is NOT part of the EP role in terms of supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings?










































































































































Thank you very much for completing this survey.  
PLEASE RETURN TO: Sarah Purcell by FRIDAY 24TH JUNE, 2011 at the email/postal address(s) below:
[email address provided] (preferable)    OR:	[Postal address provided]













As you consented to take part in Stage 2 (the Q-sort stage) of my thesis research, entitled ‘Educational Psychologists’ Perceptions of their Role in Supporting and Developing Nurture Principles and Practices in Educational Settings: Implications for Practice’, I have enclosed a Q-sort activity pack. As a reminder of the purpose and methodology of the research, I have also enclosed the participant information sheet that you have previously received.


Originally, I had planned for participants to complete the Q-sort activity in July 2011. However, this stage of the research has been delayed for various reasons (including: a family bereavement; the length of time it has taken me to thematically analyse the thousands of statements gathered during Stage 1 of the data collection; and the length of time it has taken me to read the nurture literature, in order to ensure that the statements included in the Q-sort activity represent the full range of activities that could be potentially undertaken, by Educational Psychologists, to support and develop nurture principles and practices [NPPS]). 


I very much hope that you will complete the Q-sort, despite the delay, as the data gained during Stage 1 looks as if it will produce some potentially exciting results with regard to the thesis research questions. The Q-sort activity will take approximately 45 minutes to complete, although the duration of the task is likely to vary between participants. Participants usually find Q-sort activities enjoyable to undertake.


Once you have completed the activity, you will be required to email or post your responses back to me. Instructions regarding how to undertake the Q-sort activity, and how to return your responses, are outlined in the enclosed Q-sort activity pack. 





















	x1 ‘Q-sort Activity Instructions’ (document printed on blue paper)
	x1 ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ (document printed on yellow paper)
	x1 stamped addressed envelope for returning your ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ document
	x1 ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid Headings’ (enclosed in an envelope, marked as such)
	x1 set of ‘Q-sort Statements’ (x60 statements in total- enclosed in an envelope, marked as such)

















Participants undertaking this Q-sort activity will be EPs with a range of experience with regard to supporting and developing nurture principles and practices (NPPs) in educational settings. NPPs are defined in the (included) participant information sheet under the heading: ‘What are ‘Nurturing Principles and Practices’ (NPPs)?’ 


How to Complete the Q-sort Activity:


NB: You may need to complete this activity on the floor, as you may require more space than is available on a table surface. 


1)	Locate the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid’ (as shown in Figure 1, below) in this pack (printed on yellow paper) and place it in front of you. You will need to have this visible throughout the Q-sort activity, as it provides the structure with regard to how you are going to sort the ‘Q-sort Statements’. 

















2)	Briefly read through the feedback questions (printed on yellow paper and located after the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid’ in the same document). You will be asked to answer these following the Q-sort activity.


3)	Locate the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid Headings’ (enclosed in an envelope, marked as such) and arrange them as shown in the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid’ (see Figure 1, above), from ‘-6’ (‘Least Valuable’) through to ‘6’ (‘Most Valuable’). The numbers are not important during the activity: they are simply used to indicate the positions in which you have sorted the Q-sort statements within the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid’ For example, if you place a statement in a ‘-‘/minus position, this does not necessarily indicate that you feel the activity is not valuable for an EP to undertake. It just means that you consider activities sorted into the ‘+’/‘plus’ columns as more valuable. In addition, it does not matter which order you place statements in within a column, as they will be considered to be ranked equally in terms of the value you place on them.  








Here are 60 statements describing activities EPs might carry out as part of their professional role to support and develop nurture principles and practices (NPPs) in educational settings. Please rank them from ‘least valuable’ to ‘most valuable’ according to how important YOU feel they are. Please place only one statement in each cell. You are able to move them around and change your mind. It may help to begin by reading through all the statements and sorting them into three piles of indeterminate size: those you believe to be generally more valuable; those you believe to be less valuable; and those you have no strong feeling about and, therefore, feel should be sorted into the middle area of the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid’. (You can then take each pile in turn and sort them into three more piles, to help you to complete the Q-sort Distribution Grid, if you wish.) It is a good idea to fill the cells at the extreme ends of the grid first, before working with the cells in the middle. Remember that the rows statements are placed in have no significance; only the columns matter.

NB: There are no right or wrong answers- I am interested in YOUR opinions.


Figure 3 (below) shows a Q-sort taking place:

Figure 3: A Q-sort Taking Place (taken from Bradley, 2009)


5)	When you have completed the Q-sort activity, please record the numbers of the ‘Q-sort Statements’ in the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid’ to indicate where you positioned each statement. The numbers of the statements are located at the beginning of the statements. Use either the paper version enclosed in this pack (printed on yellow paper) or the electronic version if you have received one via email. See Figure 4 (below), as an example of how to complete the ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid’:
























































































Feedback Questions (document printed on yellow paper)































Please return the completed ‘Q-sort Distribution Grid and Feedback Questions’ document by FRIDAY 25TH NOVEMBER, 2011 to one of the addresses below:









Q-sort Distribution Grid Headings

		
-6Least Valuable(Place 2 statements here)	-5(Place 3 statements here)	-4(Place 4 statements here)
-3(Place 5 statements here)	-2(Place 6 statements here)	-1(Place 6 statements here)
0(Place 8 statements here)	1(Place 6 statements here)	2(Place 6 statements here)
3(Place 5 statements here)	4(Place 4 statements here)	5(Place 3 statements here)









1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.	17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.	33. Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.






5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.	21.  Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.	37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.






9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).	25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.	41.  Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.






13. Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.	29. Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.	45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.






51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.	4. Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.	20. Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.






55. Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.	8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors.	24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.






59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences.	12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.	28.  Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.






34. Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.	50. Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect  behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).	15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.






38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.	54. Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.	47. Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.






42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.	58. Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.	16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.











7.7)1. Appendix 7a: Focus Group Questions for EPs


1)	As an EP, what do you feel you are currently doing/what have you done to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings? 

Please place a tick in the small box below if you agree with the corresponding statement. Otherwise, please complete the sentence stem in the large box below. 














































2)	Ideally, given no constraints (time, resources, funding etc.), what would/should EPs be doing to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings?

Please place a tick in the small box below if you agree with the corresponding statement. Otherwise, please complete the sentence stem in the large box below. 


































































































































Please use this space, if needed, to complete your response to question 4.


7.7)2. Appendix 7b: Focus Group Questions for Members of School Staff

1)	Ideally, given no constraints (time, resources, funding etc.), what would/should Educational Psychologists (EPs) be doing to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings?

Please place a tick in the small box below if you agree with the corresponding statement. Otherwise, please complete the sentence stem in the large below. 





























































































































































7.8)1. Appendix 8a: Statements in Response to Question 1


NB: The statements presented in this document are the participant’s own words, (spelling and grammar, included)!


1)	As an EP, what do you feel you are currently doing/what have you done to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings?


Consult with school staff, individually and in groups, explaining principles of attachment theory and devising ways to support vulnerable children in the classroom (i.e. using theory to inform thinking/intervention

Deliver training sessions, covering areas relating to trauma, resilience, attachment and emotional literacy

Attend CAF meetings- supporting multi-agency approach

Observe vulnerable children in the classroom and plan intervention with staff

Support other EPs to set up nurture rooms in primary schools

Share the Boxall Profile with schools, explaining its origins and usefulness in supporting children

Share materials on emotional literacy with members of school staff, including EL measures that can be used as a baseline assessment

Support members of school staff to consider the importance of their own emotional well-being

Raise the awareness of school staff of the concept of nurture groups

Discuss ways, with members of school staff, in which nurture principles and practices could be incorporated into the mainstream classroom

Provide school staff with ideas such as safe space, children’s photos, checking in with the child in the morning, feelings/emotions boards, worry boxes, modelling desired behaviour

Attend CPD sessions with regard to nurture principles and practices and carry out reading

Use tools such as the Faupel EL Q to help school staff see where the child is at

Consider and share with SENCOs Human Givens approaches- looking at the child’s emotional needs

Emphasise the emotional health and well-being (EHWB) of children, teacher and families as being paramount

Provide resources, ideas and links to resources that support nurture/emotional health and well-being

Emphasise the importance of contact, understanding and support with and of parents

Support teachers in making decisions about not focusing solely on academic tasks

Check out/assess/observe the ‘emotional/nurturing climate’ of a school or classroom

Deliver training to a wide range of adults around emotional literacy, attachment, trauma and development of resilience

Develop resource sheets/ideas sheets related to attachment and building a resilient classroom in school 

Co-lead the implementation of SEAL across primary school

Ask how the nurture group works on schools

Discuss with school staff the best way to create nurturing environments/groups within schools

Provide training to EIP cluster on meeting the needs of the most vulnerable children/young people

Consult with staff in schools and settings about students/pupils with social and emotional needs/attachment difficulties and how needs may be met

Help school staff to develop approaches and strategies for individual pupils following completion of a Boxall Profile (assessment and observation) by someone in school (professional) and via GC

Highlight importance of EL rather than ‘academic skill’ diet- staff and parents

Become involved in an emotional literacy project, setting up quiet rooms in schools, delivering training

Plan and deliver emotional literacy conferences for teachers, including workshops and focussing on nurturing principles

Focus on attachment within the classroom within an SEBD special school. Deliver training, consider the role of the curriculum and staff/pupil relationships

Become involved in developing an Early Years curriculum with teachers to develop social, emotional and behavioural skills

Use theories of attachment and nurture in assessment and recommendations for individual children and families

Consult with post adoption team to consider role of nurture within family and school

Consult with outreach mental health team and deliver casework based on nurture principles

Work in outreach mental health team and consult in internal meetings to reflect on appropriate intervention 

Consult with the behaviour support service

Give advice around supporting nurture of some pupils in reports and consultation

Suggest schools provide an alternative curriculum where appropriate

Work with groups of pupils to support them emotionally and provide a nurture type environment for them

Act as a SEAL lead/co-ordinator, attend SEAL meetings, and run training for school lead coordinators

Provide resources and ideas to school staff and parents





Set up ‘Circle of Friends’ groups

Deliver ‘Circle Time’ training

Deliver whole school training based on nurture principles

Advise schools when setting up nurture groups regarding physical details as well as content

Work with TAs to design a nurture programme

Defend nurture principles from the criticism of other professionals (psychiatrists)

Deliver training on attachment issues

Work with schools to provide nurturing opportunities for individual children where no nurture group exists

Support the setting up of ‘district’ nurture groups (where children attend a group from a multiple number of schools)

Make staff aware that behavioural issues may have a link to attachment, therefore the nurture approach would be of value

Make staff aware that pupils need to be engaged emotionally in order to learn effectively and, therefore, the nurture approach would be of value

Make staff aware that unless pupils’ emotional health and well-being is addressed positively, changes in other areas of their engagement with school might not occur

Participate in delivery of training

Have a full understanding of issues around attachment etc. that might identify a child as likely to benefit from a NG, then offer support to staff in school

Have a full understanding of the Boxall Profile and the cycle of assessment and target setting in a nurture group in order to then offer support to key staff in school









Formal evaluation of outcomes, e.g. statistical analysis of change in Boxall scores

Advise LEA and schools

Provided training for staff intending to work in NG

Provided training on aspects of nurturing for other school staff

Consulted with managers with regard to set-up structures/logistics

Consulted with NG re: individual pupils within a ‘nurturing’ framework

Consulted with officers with regard to potential of setting up NG

Discussed activities/reviewed ‘nurturing’ activities

Reviewed pupils for re-integration (with ‘new’ NG staff)

Outlined the rationale for children’s behaviour

Described the effect social development can have on behaviour and learning and brain development

Stressed the importance of child development and its role in preparing children for school and later life, e.g. relationship forming

Linked anxiety with lack of security and the effect this can have on learning and social interaction

Linked attachment theory and Bowlby to understand children’s behaviour

Stressed use of Boxall Profile to identify children’s needs and the support to address

Use of networks to support nurture groups

Use of materials and speakers to inform and motivate

Deliver training for nurture group staff 

Deliver training for nurturing principles to whole staff

Contribution to use of NSS in developing LA policy

Support staff to consider and reflect on the displaying behaviours of children in the Nurture Group

Provide training relating to understanding the needs of children in Nurture Group

Recommend appropriate assessment approaches to refining understanding of pupils’ needs in NG

Assist in collecting appropriate and useful data and presenting it in an appropriate way to others (e.g. SMT, SEN PROCESS)

Supporting staff to reflect on their own attitudes and behaviour towards pupils and other members of staff

Brought experience of running NG to my role (as EP)

Consistently bringing the ideas of Attachment Theory and Containment into consultation and schools to counterbalance within child models of thought

Became an accredited NG trainer

Trained a large number of people in a range of settings and delivered to EPS colleagues on NG work in our authority

Confident that knowledge and understanding of NPP makes a difference

Set up nurture forums across the county- organised their development and continuity

Organised a nurture conference for cross county staff

Organised and delivered 4/3 day training courses for county staff

Delivered INSET to schools on whole school approaches to nurturing

Delivered consultation to school staff on setting up a nurture group/class

Undertaken classroom observations to give feedback to staff on developing a more nurturing style of teaching/classroom activities

Incorporated recommendations about nurture/child development/attachment needs in assessment reports and consultations for individual children

Incorporated recommendations about child development, nurture/attachment needs on Psychological Advices

Set up Circle of Friends groups for children needing support with social relationships

Delivered INSET on related strategies, e.g. WHY TRY, Play based learning, Circle Time etc.

Introduced Boxall Profile to school staff

Explored funding opportunities for Nurture

Helped with selection and monitoring of entrants to NGs

Developed 5 year nurture strategy for the county

Liaised with key staff in schools (headteachers) (SENCOs) in increasing awareness of or introducing nurture principles and practices to them

Liaised with other EPs in developing a strategy for an LA to support and develop those principles in various settings

I have been actively involved in planning and designing a nurture group within one specific school

I have tried to create a cluster of schools who could begin to use a ‘shared’ language around social, emotional and behavioural needs and organised whole staff training

NPPs can be different between settings and the EP role is useful in tailoring and focusing areas for development to the audience

Spoken to planning departments for new build schools which were to incorporate a NG in the design, in terms of what was required. This involved sometimes speaking with builders directly!

Supporting staff to choose an appropriate mix of children for the group- i.e. not 10 ‘acting out’ boys!

Supporting choices made by SENCOs and mediating with Heads with regard to this, when they sometimes are not aware of the reasons/importance of the reasons for the choices

Presenting information and data in an appropriate way to the LEA

Supporting the principles the Boxall Profile was founded on

Formed a NG from a cluster of schools, where individual schools have not been able to afford to run a group independently

Worked with parents and carers

Run a breakfast ‘stay and play’ group with a focus on modelling to parents how to play with their children

Held a development day for al NGs in the authority

Held events with a focus on nurture which other agencies have attended, for example, Social Services

Supported NG teachers to plan a realistic, nurturing curriculum

Encouraged school staff to have realistic expectations of what children can do and supported planning, assessment, evaluations with regard to this

Chosen colours of paint for the NG

Encouraged staff not to make NGs and school environments over-stimulating

Worked with children’s centres, nurseries, schools and families to provide a universal approach to support children with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties

Directly managed NG staff

Been a budget holder for nurture 

Worked with individual members of staff to support individual children

Supported Secondary Schools to clarify issues regarding how to structure for their NGs 

Involved in consultations where nurture groups have been a suggested intervention/ approach for several children – during this consultation observed a fellow EP describe how he would work close with the school to implement this

curriculum considerations – how the curriculum supports or puts restraints on the development of nurture principles

child development – knowledge and application of theories of child development and how these contribute to an understanding of nurture principles

specific approaches to support individual children (similar to Circle of Friends work)

I hope to deliver nurture group training in future to staff in settings

I talk about nurture as part of my 'everyday' EP role, as appropriate

I hope to be involved in helping settings set up nurture groups

Helping staff to understand about attachment through consultation about children's needs

I am a little uncomfortable with some of the 'official' nurture network information because I am not convinced of the evidence base for the Boxall Profile or the theoretical development of the original attachment theory that is included in the nurture group materials. The groups seem to work though, there is now some evidence – but perhaps the whole thing needs reworking

raised the idea at planning meetings with schools

worked with staff to come up with realistic systems to assess and track pupil progress in a nurturing group

contributed to panel type meetings where decisions were made about which interventions for which children (including nurture group)

encouraged staff to go on accredited nurture training, and persuaded leadership to pay for them to do it

provided supervision for staff running a nurture group

jointly delivered whole-school awareness training

Spoken to teachers and TAs regarding an individual child's needs in terms of attachment and nurturing/nurture principles

I have done social skills groups/nurture groups as a piece of work as part of school intervention with particular children

I have done staff training with school for using Play in school, with nurture principles underpinning

I have been involved with Sure Start in the Nurture Groups that support vulnerable mothers with young children

I am involved in training for Early Years Settings on Nurture Approaches

Provided training and awareness raising of NG Principles and Practice to whole school staff prior to them setting up NGs

Consultation meetings with school staff re. setting up NGs in school and consultations with NG Staff

Helped organise and contribute to the delivery of specific training around NG principles and practice to NG staff – 2 day training

Arranged and chaired local NG network meetings where NG staff who were running NGs attended – shared good practice and developments.   Also attended regional NG network meetings to disseminate and share good practice across the region

Visited individual NGs to provide support and help problem-solve issues;  quality assurance visits; carried out local evaluation of impact.   Findings disseminated in the form of an evaluation report

More recently, I have encouraged the involvement of parents in NG through being a member of a steering group that ran a pilot involving several schools running the Family SEAL programme within their Nurture Groups.   I also evaluated this project

Delivered the four day training to staff in the borough

Worked systemically in schools and in the authority to develop awareness of nurture principles and practice. Not just in educational setting, but with colleagues working in children’s home, school governors etc. 

In school/authority training and work, for example formal training such as introductory sessions – attachment in the classroom etc. As well as introductions to using the Boxall Profile etc

During consultations where appropriate making use of the Boxall profile and strategies which may be used in class strategies to develop more nurturing classrooms, playgrounds, schools etc

Provided training to schools and settings
 
Organised CPD for EPs within the service

Accessed funding to support schools and settings set up nurture groups

Developed an action plan for the authority

Ensured there are sufficient trainers to take the nurture strategy forward

Meeting with a headteacher to discuss provision within school including the use of a learning support unit adopting nurturing principles in order to meet the complex needs of her new cohort

Using the Boxall Profile to support discussion and understanding of young people’s needs with and without diagnosis of attachment difficulties

Discussing nurturing practice and principles within consultations with staff and parents where appropriate

Discussing nurturing principles and practice with my colleagues who are less positive about the potential of attachment theory

Delivering whole training on attachment including nurturing principles and practice

Facilitated school discussions at School Based Reviews

Observed individual pupils in their nurture group as part of an ongoing assessment and fed back to school staff

have and am continuing to deliver staff training on understanding attachment difficulties

have facilitated problem solving discussions within consultation to consider principles and how these can be taken onboard by the problem owner

used the Boxall Profile as part of assessment of individual pupils, and used this to discuss possible strategies for school staff to try – e.g. through using “Beyond the Boxall Profile”.  I use nurture principles when thinking about individual casework related to social/emotional/behavioural type difficulties

Supported the practical establishment of the 4 nurture groups in our authority

Conducted an on-going piece of action research to demonstrate impact and justify nurture groups – evidence based practice





I use it within casework and consultation to help schools support children generally with Social, Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties

I am part of the Borough’s strategy group, and as part of this, I provide: an initial introduction to Nurture Groups for schools that are interested in the intervention

Provide supervision to current NG practitioners (this is stopping as the number of schools is increasing)

Help with providing Nurture Group Network training, provide support and advice to secondary schools (this was what my thesis was on)

Provide further training to help mainstream teachers realise their role

I am the key contact person for schools within my cluster who have or are going to set up Nurture Groups, which will include visits during early stages, help to select children for the group, analysis/interpretation of Boxall Profiles, assistance with policy development etc.. 

I am also going to help provide an evaluation of the current Nurture Groups in my borough, to see whether they are effective and areas to work on if needed

Carried out ‘particpant observer’ visits to NGs followed by supportive consultation aimed at promoting more effective practice and supporting exising good practice

Facililitated our Nurture Group Local interest meetings

Led workshops at conferences locally to raise awareness of NGs

See above re- self evaluation tool for nurturing school development

Used NG principles as guidelines for developing individual interventions and when writing psychological advice for stat. assessment

Re-framed the views of school staff relating to behaviour which is likely to be associated with attachment issues via conversations which contextualise behaviour

Discussed and suggested the ways in which school staff may use language consistent with nurturance and the development of a sense of child-self efficacy / self worth

Provided training on attachment and the idea of nurture within development (in a broad sense)

Casework – related conversations with stakeholders re. the communicative function of behaviour

I have been involved in planning and delivering a single training session on ‘the Importance of Play’ to support staff at a NG on an EPS Year 1 placement 

I have led training for Childrens centre staff on Young Children’s Attachment and Self-esteem, which I would see as relating to NG principles

We have 2 nurture groups in the authority where I work and I am involved in supporting staff and families in continuing to provide and develop nurturing principles

I have worked with two small schools in developing and adopting nurturing principles throughout the whole school

I have developed my own knowledge by spending two days at University collecting and reading research on nurture groups and their effectiveness.  I have attended training on growing a nurturing classroom in Leicestershire. I also went with a school SENCo to visit a beacon “nurture” school in North Pickenham

I often promote nurture principles and ideas in all schools I visit

I have organised training for staff within the authority

member of a LA nurture group strategic management group

developed operational guidelines for the LA

set up a review and monitoring programme for NGs with the LA advisory team and behaviour support team

set up EP, LA, head teacher and practitioner networks, with training, networking and CPD aims

have helped plan and deliver national NG training course

devised a NG self evaluation form for schools

collated a termly audit and evaluated annual outcomes of the NGs, including pupil, parent and school perceptions

delivered training/awareness raising about attachment/emotional needs of learners to various providers eg Looked after Childrens team, CAMHS, EPs, PVI pre-schools, schools,  governors, parents etc, social care and anyone else who will listen! 

supported further research into impact and outcomes of NG intervention by Clinical Psychologists, EPs and practitioners

kept practitioners informed of current research, useful resources etc 

maintained links with National Network (eg on working group looking at framework for evaluation) and supported quality mark award applications

completed my own research into NGs

offered regular visits to each NG in the LA to facilitate problem solving, improvements to practice and advice

links with behaviour support to promote dissemination of nurturing practice/principles

supported training, problem-solving and evaluation in mainstream and special schools unable to run classic groups to help embed principles into practice, across the age range

given training around attachment difficulties/executive functioning difficulties and how to support – both with schools and post adoption families – within this have promoted use of nurture groups

given training around emotional wellbeing programmes

introduced Fun Friends to EY settings

supported TAMHS nurture assistants

Attend many Pastoral Support Plan meetings to try and encourage schools to apply more nurturing practices

Carried out a review of current practices in a secondary school  with an existing ‘nurture’ group

Offered consultation to the school about modifying their practice

Raised the issue with colleagues with a view to developing a position within the EPS

Established the original NGN website to ensure knowledge and information was easily accessible. The website also had an online forum so that an online network was established to support the national and local networks. See the internet archive for the history of the website!

I helped argue for funds for two Nurture Groups (Standards Funding) and helped the schools establish the groups. I arranged for visits, training, funding, budgeting, communications, evaluation frameworks, support, helping choose which children would benefit etc.

This is all a bit strategic level but hope that is OK. If EPs are to bring about change its best to aim at policy level! I have been inspired by Marion Bennathan who is the retired PEP from Avon. I’m currently vice-chair of trustee board on NGN and so…

Ofsted about to release a report about Nurture Groups (middle of July we believe) and I’m helping prepare a press release and working with two new communication expert trustees on getting some good PR around that time. 

Preparing a bid with other trustees for trust funding to help us roll out the National Evaluation Framework for Nurture Groups. Manchester and Sheffield Universities have helped prepare the framework but we now realise we need further funds to roll it out Nationally.

I recently delivered training to Welsh Nurture Group Network members on what Nurture Groups can learn from Steiner approaches to education

I’m trying to encourage some NGN members in South East London to get local network meetings to take place.

Consulted with school professionals about ways to put nurture principles into practice with children experiencing difficulties. E.g. acknowledgement, showing children are valued, developing emotional literacy

Consulted with parents about ways to put nurture principles into practice with children experiencing difficulties. E.g. acknowledgement, showing children are valued, building time together into a home routine.

Explaining nurturing principles to schools and parents/ carers and suggesting appropriate strategies

Included in INSET behaviour training

Suggesting nurture strategies and/or nurture groups as strategies in written reports 

Identifying a school with a nurture group as an appropriate placement for an adopted child at risk of exclusion and working with special needs officers and adoptive parents to facilitate and support the new placement.

General nurturing approach when considering pupils needs

Developed training for new schools looking to start nurture and ongoing training for existing groups

Take part in a Scottish Government nurture network to share and develop good practice

Present to TEPS on Dundee MSc about nurture and Nurture principles

Keep up to date with existing practice and research and disseminate to schools and other professionals

Chair a local authority steering group (multi-discliplinary)

Advise other LAs in how to develop nurture groups

Collaborate with colleagues from Queen Margaret University in Edinburgh to look at theory of mind skills in pupils who attend nurture groups

Chair an online support group within the authority for staff (via Glow/Glow????)

Support staff in schools with Boxall profile assessments

Supervise TEP thesis on ‘Secondary NGs’ and ‘nurturing schools’





7.8)2. Appendix 8b: Statements in Response to Question 2


NB: The statements presented in this document are the participant’s own words, (spelling and grammar, included)!


2) Ideally, given no constraints (time, resources, funding etc.), what would/should EPs be doing to support and develop nurture principles and practices in educational settings?


Become involved in setting up nurture groups in vulnerable schools/areas

Provide training to all schools/settings/ relating to attachment/nurture principles and practices

Have time to model effective practice

Have a library of resources to share with schools, regarding nurture principles and practices

Spend more time in individual schools, helping to identify vulnerable children

Become involved in multi-agency meetings (Team Around the Child) as and when is needed

Work closely with parents/carers helping them to understand theory on attachment and respond to requests for support

Have time for further research to inform practice

Whole school training on attachment/NG principles

Have the opportunity to engage in NG training

Be able to consult with a wide range of staff regarding nurture principles and practices and the ways these can be met/addressed

Be able to visit nurture groups to observe and reflect and further consult with staff: next steps

Opportunities to visit resources based in the authority and beyond to learn from practices

Become involved early in order to work preventatively

Offer consultation and supervision of nurture group staff and plans of the group

Offer to do action research about the re-integration of children in nurture groups into ‘mainstream’ classrooms

Offer more regular training around the principles of nurture in 1:1 teacher/TA  		  child relationship

Support staff in their perceptions around nurture and how it is managed in school- especially with children who are particularly challenging

Able to model specific techniques in developing nurture/ emotional health and well- being with children

Able to model different forms of assessment of nurture and emotional health and well-being

Involved in training staff- providing information/research findings that underpin principles/importance of nurturing approaches

Supporting schools on a regular basis to support themselves and children/young people in terms of the development of their social/emotional skills and good emotional health and well-being

Providing emotional support (and training) to staff who are dealing with sometimes challenging children on a daily basis 

Delivering training, developing resources, raising awareness regarding attainment and enabling/developing the curriculum

Running parent groups to support nurture within the home setting

Helping to identify, through detailed assessment, the needs of the child in relation to attachment and nurture

Involved in post-adoption/LAC carers to consider attachment issues and recommend support

Develop the learning environments within schools to create spaces that allow children to feel safe, secure and supported

Develop and deliver training to those who work in educational settings

Provide more therapeutic work over time with pupils and groups of pupils

Provide more support in Early Years settings

Support parents through parent groups and training, enabling them to interact and develop better relationships with their children

Deliver training to schools and settings on nurturing principles and practices

Work with parents to develop nurturing practices

Work with high schools to improve and develop nurturing principles and practices

Work with school staff to develop and improve nurturing principles and practices and ways of working with each other to support each other in a nurturing way

Link with other agencies to consider common nurturing principles and design ways of putting these into practice

Have regular discussions/sessions with schools to consider how nurturing principles/practices are being developed

Be involved in events to celebrate and showcase successful nurturing practices

Have inter-school nurturing days- events where EPs lead and share practice

Develop themes e.g. anti-bullying

As much as possible!

Informing and training staff, both teaching and support

Training governors to understand the principles and recognise the value of nurture principles

Incorporate recommendations encompassing nurture principles in advices and reports

Developing the concept of nurture in secondary settings  

Working in multi-agency teams with other professionals to support nurture group development in schools

Work alongside other agencies to support nurture group development in a team but develop their own specific role/expertise within that- according to their particular expertise etc.







Translate academic research evidence into level appropriate info

More training/longer in-depth, revisiting basic to advanced elements

More feedback and support for staff on any area

More consultation with staff re: systems and pupils

Involved in teacher training to use attachment theory in developing in class practice

Re-framing behaviour within a child developmental model

Devoting more time to preventative work rather than fire-fighting

Working with LAs and teachers to develop insight into children’s difficulties

Coordinating multi-agency approaches to setting up and supporting NG development

Offering regular and predictable in-school support

Visiting and speaking to colleagues with same remit in other parts of the country (world?!)

Offer clear guidance, support and policy to maintain focus and direction and quality of NG provision

Support in the collection, analysis and presentation of quality data outcomes from groups

Be at the forefront of promoting NPP in ALL educational settings

Be equally enthusiastic about NPP as me!

Recognise that not all Psychology is immediate and fixable through 6 week programmes





Promote the development of nurturing settings in all children’s service settings across the county

Promote the establishment/development of nurture groups/classes in all schools across the authority

Train all children’s services staff in child development, attachment, nurture, learning through play, positive behaviour management

Promote the development and running of parenting courses across the authority

Promote and support multi-agency working

Conduct long term research into nurture

Train all staff in all schools re attachment, child development, play etc.

Set up a nurture group in each school

Support, plan for and develop existing strategies used in settings and promote these through supporting families as well as individual children

Being directly involved in running nurture groups

Have a school staff induction programme which would include all of these principles and practices

EPs should be encouraging teachers that it is ok to take children out of the mainstream classroom and put them into a NG and that they will not fall behind if this is done

Encourage school staff to invite the EP into school on a regular basis if they have a NG

Training for EPs regarding nurture groups

Training for schools around nurture groups to be delivered by EPs

EPs to be involved in the plan, do and review process of the nurture groups – not just to cease involvement once the nurture group is set up











All have received nurture group training

Be involved in the setting up of nurture groups at the earliest stages (if staff request this) and be able to respond flexibly to settings' needs/queries re. nurture 

Be involved in research about nurture groups 

Support staff to evaluate the impact of nurture group
Opportunities for Assistant EPs, EPs in Training, newly qualified EPs  (and more experienced EPs who feel it would be beneficial) to shadow EPs who have more experience in nurture to see how they work with settings to set up nurture groups

Opportunities for EPs to visit nurture groups in different settings

Research – reworking the theory and working with teachers to test whether nurture groups and whole school nurturing approaches do enable children with poor early attachment experiences to develop secure relationships. And if not, researching what else could be done

providing a rolling programme of accredited nurture group training and follow-ups (e.g. spending a block of time working in the nurture group to begin with, facilitating a network group for nurture staff in the area)

in regular consultation with nurture staff to take stock of where they are up to and finding ways to develop / improve the provision

systematically collecting data from nurture groups in their area in order to enable research & evaluation

encouraging schools to put high quality nurturing provision in place, not just paying lip service or a watered-down service.  This would include encouragement to get staff on accredited training, provide appropriate resources, embed the provision into school systems properly, support from other staff, go for the Quality Mark

In the Nurture Group at Sure Start, the EP was involved in everything, from the conceptualisation of the group, to the objectives, evaluation, setting up the resources, recruitment of staff, selecting potential families, logistics, etc. Further work with individual children would also be offered. Meeting the family's practical needs was part of the process. The trusting relationship with families was essential to the process.     

Perhaps EPs can be more involved in developing nurture principles by investing more time to be available in this role. 

Help in identifying children who would benefit from a nurture group.

Further advice to settings who have exhausted the Boxall profile suggestions.

Advice to schools on how to develop nurturing practices for those children beyond KS1.

Providing training to whole schools (or assisting in preparing training) around the theory and benefits of nurture – not just to those staff involved in running the nurture group.

Advice on which activities would be suitable for the children selected for the nurture group.  Would these activities change depending on the children in attendance?

Provide training and awareness raising of NG Principles and Practice to whole school staff prior to them setting up NGs

Consultation meetings with school staff re. setting up NGs in school and consultations with NG Staff

Contribute to the delivery of specific training around NG principles and practice to NG staff – 2 day training

Run local NG network meetings where NG staff running NGs can attend – shared good practice and developments

Visit individual NGs to provide support and help problem-solve arising issues
 
Quality assurance visits – consider issues of staffing eg TAs vs qualified teachers; numbers of sessions attended, entry and exit criteria; parental involvement

Developing new practices to meet local needs

Contribute to the evaluations of impact and effectiveness of local NGs   

I have little understanding of the concept, as I have received no training in it.  My awareness is just of the existence of nurture groups which I know little about.  But I think it would be the role of an EP to introduce the notion of ‘nurture’ to all SENCOs and suggest what they can offer in the Support and Planning meeting, along with other types of provision


Train staff in nurture programmes/ principles

Run sessions and model to staff

Help schools to develop more nurturing environments

Giving advice and support to all staff working with children who have attachment difficulties, whether in nurture groups or in class

Exploring with school staff options for support that include using the outdoors and practical activities

Advise staff on how best to provide	 the resources to meet those recommendations that have been made

Identify attachment issues in the pupils they are assessing

Supporting the development of nurturing principles in a local authority

Working with schools SLT to develop support for nurturing principles and practices in order to raise awareness of nurturing. Nurturing needs to be ‘bought into’ at all levels. NG can be perceived as an ‘expensive option, which has not worked in the past’. It is, therefore important to ensure the foundations of NG practice and principles are solid before developing actual nurture groups

Develop Nurture Groups in school in order to reduce exclusions and out of borough placements in SEBD schools. This would involve overseeing the process and being in a consultation role or modelling practice during the initial developing of the nurture group

Develop the training so that those who attend the four day training also have ‘advanced’ courses, may be a professional Masters in nurture practice and principles

The six principles of nurture are a good set of guidance for schools to adhere to and all children will benefit from adopting the approach.  I think EPs can help others to understand the child's perpective

EPs can educate others and guide them as to what interventions work for children

Enable colleagues to understand attachment theory and adapt practice accordingly





Continuing to deliver training in school to build the capacity of school staff to build and maintain nurturing relationships

Offering supervision to staff working with children with complex emotional needs or who disclose emotive information

Delivering therapeutic interventions and training staff to deliver therapeutic interventions as part of a waved model of intervention for nurture

Working systemically to look at needs and provision within the local authority and whether the use of nurturing practice or provision could enhance this

Working with other local authorities to compare and contrast practice in order to continue enhancing it

to follow their interests if indeed this is a specific area of interest within their professional development

receive thorough and accredited training on nurture principles and practices

disseminate information to others including the LA they work in and all linked schools so that a shared understanding is had by all, not just those with Nurture groups

help set up Nurture groups within settings as necessary

provide ongoing support to staff in settings which are developing their practice in applying nurturing prcinciples

be involved in thinking about the suitability of pupils for the NG

helping to roll out nurture groups within their authorities (e.g. in our authority a colleague is helping to develop nurture groups within secondary schools)
delivering CPD to school staff relating to nurture principles/practices, whether they have a nurture group or not in that particular school

using the principles to underpin approaches to casework 

being available to support staff on an ongoing basis, e.g. for consultation about specific or general issues arising from nurture group work

All be fully trained in the principles of nurture groups

Be promoting nurture principles throughout all school, i.e. the nurturing school/nurturing classrooms

Be involved in action research which allows for continual reflection and informed adjustment to practice

Be introducing nurture groups into secondary schools

All primary schools should have a nurture group if justified, i.e. should not be a postcode lottery; should be needs led.





Advising nurture group staff (many with limited experience of child psychology)  on interpreting Boxall assessment results with respect to child psychology and help them consider the needs of the child in practical terms

Giving (specialist) ideas and resources for use with children in the nurture group

Helping set up a new nurture group, and suggesting improvements/developments in an existing group

A listening ear for nurture group staff who can sometimes feel isolated from the rest of the school in the way their class is run and the challenges faced in the room

Providing Inset sessions for ALL adults within school to put emphasis on the importance of analysing behaviour and understanding it with regard to nurturing principles, with a subsequent view of managing/changing the behaviour effectively in the long term

Working with Headteacher, SENCO, Senior Leaders on using nurturing principles when dealing with difficult or challenging behaviour, providing theory and strategies that can improve the school’s behaviour policy 

Also work with relevant staff to help them support vulnerable children or those who have a sudden change to their circumstances. It can be a time when a teacher needs, and  of course wants, to ensure nurturing principles are in place but it can be one of the most difficult times to carry this out

Observing specified children within mainstream class and advising whether they would benefit from a nurture setting.  Also observing generally and identifying other children 

Advising on layout, display and resources for nurture groups

Participating within Nurture groups, observing and working with children, liaising with staff, offering help and support.  Training staff during inset

Assessing children within Nurture for any learning needs that may arise and advising and helping refer to other agencies.   Liaising with parents

Reporting on success of Nurture, what works, what doesn’t and help children to make transition back to class

Supervision to Nurture Group practitioners. I have found that Nurture Group practitioners tend to be Teaching Assistants or Learning Mentors who tend to have other responsibilities as well, and they find it very difficult to find the time to reflect on the group, children and to problem solve issues arise. I have also found the new Nurture Group practitioners are also anxious in the early stages of implementation. I feel that they also need time to offload how they feel about some of the children’s behaviour, which can be challenging

Provision of training to schools on Nurture principles and associated attachment theory to help school staff think differently about the children that they teach, and their role besides academic progress

Regular support and consultation to Nurture Groups, as I think EPs are best placed to help practitioners apply and reflect on the psychological theories underpinning Nurture principles and practice

I think EPs should also be involved in evaluating the effectiveness of training and interventions based on nurture principles, due to the input they have had on research skills within their training

I feel that Nurture principles and practice are vital to educational practice, and I think EPs have a unique role in helping schools understand these, but also helping schools to reflect on the social, emotional and therapeutic aspects of education, both through indirect and direct work such as casework

Contributing to the accredited training course, alongside practitioner colleagues

Providing supportive consultation (‘supervision’) for practitioners in NGs

Supporting school development in schools with Nurture Groups to enhance the whole school environment in a way that enhances emotional well being

Visiting NGs on a regular basis to offer consultation regarding individual children in NGs

Running parent groups alongside NG practitioner – following a NG compatible model – for example, Solihull Approach Parenting Programme

Involved in intial training. Guidance for individuals who wish to gain qualifications

Be available for advice and support for new nurture groups and schools adopting nurturing principles. Share good practice and ideas

Be available for advice  and support with unusal or challenging case studies

Help to set up and coordinate local network meetings and have an overview of schools in a particular area

Contribute to the development of nurture principles in schools nationally and advise government/local government

Allocated casework within nurture units/groups

Provide training to all school staff relating to the importance of nurture with respect to child development

Lead sessions attended by a range of school staff which focus on good practice and nurturance

Provide supervision for staff working in nurture groups/units

Focus on transitions as a topic for CPD – every school

advising and supporting school staff who run NGs eg. via consultations, training, passing on resources, signposting etc

engaged in research on the delivery and effectiveness of different forms of NG

advising and supporting school staff [especially in KS1] on NG-related themes such as attachment, play, security, containment, SEAL etc

Encouraging schools to consider and implement nurture principles throughout schools for all children. This will involve consultation, planning bids for funding, training and involving parents, pupils and members of the community

EPs will need to talk to service managers and county officers about the importance of these approaches and their preventative nature

As nurturing principles develop in a school, EPs should recognise what is working well and encourage schools to share good practice with other schools, describing what and how they have made changes

Supporting the development and implementation of nurturing principles in schools/ classrooms, including nurture groups through delivery of training to schools. I believe that every school should adopt the principles and practices to become a nurturing school

Further research in the benefits and possible limitations of nurture groups/ principles and practices in schools

Actively setting up and supporting specialised nurturing school placements as specialist provision

all of the above, but mostly raising awareness of children’s needs, the research evidence of effectiveness and cost efficiency, working at strategic national government, LA, community, school cluster, and individual levels

inputting on teacher training and other educational courses including courses for LA officers and school governors

delivering training to other practitioners with children and young people eg social care, youth justice, etc

supporting shared practitioner networks to consider how best to support troubled and vulnerable children and to support each other

Be able to do more of that listed above – particularly within secondary schools!

Consultants to Management and practitioners in settings

Offer supervision to staff

Keep up to date with current research and make this available to managers and practitioners in settings

Carry out research within settings to add to the general body of knowledge and practice

Supporting staff with target setting, monitoring and reviewing progress

Complete more research to find out what is particularly effective about Nurture Groups.

Argue, with evidence, locally that CAMHS and Social Care funding should be poured into NGs as they provide intensive non stigmatising interventions for vulnerable children. Joint funding pots would be really really helpful.

Provide regular supervision and support to NG staff.

Provide services to academies and schools who wish to set up schools. Ensure best practice models are applied to protect the fidelity of the intervention. 

Identify local good practice so that networked schools can learn from each other. 

Develop the model to be relevant and effective in other settings.

Remind schools that they need to focus on academic as well as social and emotional aspects of learning. This is school based intervention and children and parents expect children to learn and they all can. Its good for self esteem too. 

. Faciltitating the development of nurture groups

Training all teachers on nurture principles and how to put these into practice in the classroom.

Offering consultation to parents.

Assessing children’s attachment patterns and related behaviours to help the school to develop a social environment tailored to the child’s needs

Training all school staff (particularly trainee teachers) in nurture

Supporting schools in setting up nurture groups, identifying appropriate pupils and running the groups

Training expectant parents in nurture or midwives/ health visitors so that they can train as part of antenatal sessions

Training and support for foster carers and adoptive parents

Working with Local Authorities to develop and enhance nurture within schools

Deliver ongoing training for staff with up to date research and psychological theories

Contribute to enhanced nurture provision involving parent support and intervention

Evaluate and disseminate findings from nurture- not just pre-post evaluations but focus on psychology and what it can contribute to nurture, e.g. attachment, empathy, theory of mind 





Initiate and contribute to discussion on nurturing communities

Link with health care professionals to extend nurture into pre-natal and ante-natal conversations and training

Involvement in assessments of pupils in nurture groups

Quality assurance of Nurture Groups along the NG principles on behalf of the Local Authority

Develop training to skill up our own (school) staff on self-esteem, behaviour management, understanding of root cause of problems, background information on reasons that could cause behaviour

Info on range of disorders eg, attachment disorder (This would enable staff to deliver nurture programmes in school)

EP to signpost school to resources/other services

To work 1:1 or small group with children displaying social and emotional problems eg, Circle of Friends

Support with IEP/IBP. Advice on how to move to SA+

Training for parents to help support their child

Be involved in whole school training

Support the Panel group for appropriate selection

Be able to help NG staff develop appropriate strategies for within the group and in the reintegration process – especially within schools where all staff ‘not on board’ with Nurture


7.8)3. Appendix 8c: Statements in Response to Question 3


NB: The statements presented in this document are the participant’s own words, (spelling and grammar, included)!


3) What do you consider is NOT part of the EP role in terms of supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings?


Being used as a gatekeeper to additional funding (IPF)

Running a nurture group

Daily planning and delivery (although advice may feed into this







Setting up the room

Selecting children- may model Boxall/suggest tool, but staff kinow their children and mix of personalities

Funding/staffing issues- policies of- may suggest personal qualities that would be desirable

Daily running of the group

Colluding with some other powerful agendas/influences that promote exclusion/lack of tolerance

Taking a narrow/restricted view of education and learning and behaviour

Providing additional ‘therapy’ when a child is in a nurture group

Providing a lot of additional interventions/group work when a child is in a nurture group

Be seen as a gatekeeper to resources

Delivering nurture groups directly to pupils

‘Auditing’ nurture groups- quality control

Daily monitoring of pupils involved in nurture

The running of the nurture groups





Working directly with NG children, for example, with specific interventions, as you won’t have the relationship with the children to do this

Not ‘dipping in’ to do assessments and ‘diagnose’ children, for example, with Asperger’s- this is not helpful

Running the nurture group

through process consultation, the EP would work together with the setting to develop nurture principles and thus the principles would be of concern to all and everybody’s remit – but would only move within the setting’s ‘zone of proximal development’.  In other words, as EPs, we would not impose the principles upon a setting

EPs not to run the group; not possible with EP time commitments – EPs should empower and support staff to be able to do this

Settings should keep their own nurture group plans, evaluation data re. targets etc (these could be discussed and reflected on with the EP though)

Overall I feel the EP role is about enabling people to work on their own. So it is always about enabling school staff to carry on after I have left, but I would do any task jointly with a member of staff including run groups. In practice, I don't have time to work alongside people for long enough

Staffing the nurture group (this is not sustainable and is a very expensive way to run a group)

Being seen to endorse nurture groups when they are not run properly (e.g. a “nurture group” being used as somewhere for staff to send students when they misbehave)

Collecting or analysing progress data – we can help put systems in place for this, but to be sustainable the tracking needs to be done in school

Perhaps logistics like ordering/preparing food, washing up and moving furniture need not be part of EP role. However in the Sure Start package, EPs had to do everything in order to model equality and "looking after" the families as well as the Sure Start helpers. Although physical work was not something expected from the EP role, it did seem to help break down any perceived barriers between professionals and families.

Setting short term targets for pupils.

Planning for nurture group activities in the main, although assistance would be welcome for children whom are having difficulties responding to those already in place.





Offering advice with respect to individual children when they are not individual EP casework or priorities.   An EP may be supporting NGs outside their patch of schools – may result in conflict of roles vs school EP
 
Carrying out assessments of all children within the NG

I do not know, as I do not know much about them – sorry.  I would assume that once they have been modelled to a school and a lead person made responsible for the nurture group then the EP would not need to continue their involvement unless the school had questions or encountered difficulties

It is not part of the EPs role to oversee the implementation of recommendations

To teach the nurture course ‘en masse’ to a school staff

Running a nurture group – my role as an EP would be to provide staff with the skills to run their own group. This would not mean that the EP should not play a role in intial development of timetables, structure etc.


Quality Mark – other than ensuring appropriate practice in schools

Funding nurture groups as in Lancashire the AEN money (ESAP funding) has now been devolved to schools and schools can use this funding to put nurture in place if needed

Managing or staffing nurture group provision





I think this would be down to the EP to decide in the context they are working

planning the logistics of the nurture group – e.g. space to be used within a school, funding, recruiting staff etc.

day-to-day running of the NG

ownership of decision making regarding children who should access nurturing provisions

involvement in day to day running of the group

being involved with all children in the nurture group (i.e. all children being referred to our service) – this is not necessary

An EP should not be running a nurture group

An Ep should not be involved in 1:1 work with a child within the nurture group – this defeats the purpose of the group

Should not be accessing financial resources 

Should not be prescriptive about the exact daily running of the group – each school, staff and pupil mix will have different needs

Completing the Boxall Profiles for children







Telling the teacher exactly what to do or what to teach

Being responsible for the running of the group eg discipline

Liaising directly with parents

Reporting on a child’s academic attainment.

I do not consider the following to be part of the EP role in terms of supporting and developing nurture principles and practices in educational settings:.....

Implementing a Nurture Group – I think that EPs are best placed to advise and help others reflect on their practice and the children they are working with

Obtaining resources for Nurture Groups. I think EPs could help locat  finance when needed, but I feel that this is not directly relevant to an EPs  specific and unique role

Running a Nurture Group

The fine detail of selection of children for NG – I feel EPs can offer the broad principles and model their application, but it is for the practitioners to do the final selection, according to the principles and what suits the school best

Delivering NG training alone (ie without representatives from people who have run NGs)

Running a nurture group

Be attached to one particular school or establishment

Instructing a particular school as to how to set up their nurture group, ie without prior knowledge and discussion.

Judging the success or otherwise of particular nurture groups

Sharing confidential information with other establishments

Becoming involved in costing and funding issues re. staffing and running the group

Identifying staff to participate in / run the group / unit

Running the nurture group

“Prescribing” activities or programmes of activities which must be completed during group sessions – staff who are trained and who work with particular children on a daily basis should have the freedom to prepare and to use their knowledge of children to plan ahead

I agree with the example given above

EPs do not necessarily need to advise staff on the minutiae and details of resourcing within NGs [eg, which toys, books, furniture etc] 

I do not think an EP should be telling schools how they should operate or introducing “another initiative”. Nurturing principles should be more an ethos that underpins practice. Ideally schools should want to develop these themselves and perhaps eventually choose to make them more explicit. This can be achieved through consultation and collaboration over time with positive changes implemented gradually. This overlaps really with what an EP should be doing (sorry)

EPs should not be monitors of Nurture Groups. Staff have their own ideas about what works in that group

To not be in charge of the day to day running the group entirely, however there is a place to check this and support how it is ran

They should not be in charge of monitoring and assessing progress and practice of the group but be able to have that information available to them so that they may support improvements of needed

They should not make decesions on behalf on the professionals running the group but be working in collaboration and negotiation with them to develop practice further

I wouldn’t expect to be running a NG myself as an EP, but would offer support to others in the LA, community or schools to do so using my EP skills to facilitate ongoing training and reflective practice, problem-solve and support development of staff skills to support children’s progress.





Directing/managing the staff/activities of the nurture group

We should not be running the groups. Teachers are best placed to do this with an assistant. 

We should NOT be providing training if we are not connected with the main NGN movement. There are some EPs who think they know Nurturing approaches and are at risk of undermining the fidelity of the approach. There are some EPs taking NGN copyrighted materials and they are adapting them (so it is then legal to use them) and using them – however this undermines the charity.

Running a nurture group

Supporting the child in one-to-one work

Unilaterally specifying the environment the child needs (input of other adults vital)





Curriculum planning and timetabling

Day to day running of group

Teaching in the group

Choosing children for the group alone

If no constraints, we cannot think of anything an EP could not support schools with






7.8)4. Appendix 8d: Statements in Response to Question 4


NB: The statements presented in this document are the participant’s own words, (spelling and grammar, included)!



































Ability to regulate their own behaviour/emotional states

Empathy and reading others’ emotions

Self-esteem, sense of self-worth, identity,

Increase optimism and motivation

Increase sense of trust

Collaborative working- tolerance peers- group work

Understanding social ‘mores’- appropriate versus inappropriate

Expressing own emotions/feelings in a ‘safe’ way that does not impact negatively upon others. Ok to be angry- often justified but expression of this can be difficult for others. Emphasising for example anger can be ok.











I think it affects all aspects of children’s learning and development as if a child has not had positive early nurturing experiences their overall well-being, emotional and social development is often affected which impacts on their learning









Physical skills- gross and fine motor





English as an additional language

The capacity for pupils with emotional and behavioural difficulties/attachment issues to appropriately engage in the learning process

By ensuring learning is pitched at the right level and intensity that the individual is able to access

That it is ok to focus on emotional health and well-being first to enable effective learning to take place- which may mean pupils off timetable

Formation of attachment relationships

Understanding of why nurture is so important and the key principles for nurturing settings

Awareness of risk and protective factors for children and young people

Awareness of child and adolescent development

How to assess attachment and development- using and interpreting the Boxall Profile

Understanding of brain development, neuroscience and executive skills- building attention, empathy and resilience

Positive approaches to emotional regulation

Learning and developing through play

The practicalities of setting up and running a NG

Helping children to develop language and communication skills

Understanding and using the Boxall Profile

Selection, monitoring and resettlement

Developing the nurturing school

Working with parents, for example, using Family SEAL materials

Transferring the learning from Nurture courses into the setting

Professional development- certificate in nurture practices from the NGN and accreditation towards degree courses

Quality Mark Award for the school

You can influence aspects of learning and development by working with staff and parents- perhaps parents should have been included in the question, here?

Children’s emotional well-being by providing an environment which is supportive of this. The environment also encourages and promotes children to form relationships and attachments with other children or adults which may not be as possible in larger classroom environment. This may also impact on children’s learning as they may be more motivated to learn in an environment that feels safe and where relationships have been developed with school staff

Serves as a form of professional development for teachers as they develop new skills and approaches to working with children who would benefit from a nurture group

view of the impact of the whole system on children’s learning / development and its impact on day-to-day experiences of individuals

as previous questions – role of knowledge of child development and application to setting in terms of whole setting approaches and discrete areas of the curriculum / provision

Social, emotional and behavioural; emotional well-being; emotional literacy; understanding of others' behaviours and needs; self-esteem; building positive relationships; positive regard for others; self-confidence; social skills e.g. turn-taking, conversational skills – if the child/young person's basic needs are being met, then they will be in a better position to make learning progress

In principle, I think we can help teacher's develop their ideas of what children need to learn and develop, and help teachers develop their practice. In particular helping them recognise the central role of relationships and how well-being and behaviour relates to this. It challenges some of the intuitive ideas about reward/punishment and intuitive ideas about the sources of/cures for behaviour difficulties which are not helpful. 
However, sustainable change is hard to manage and I think it needs regular revisiting with the school – using a robust change strategy such as action research.

Staff understanding of child development and working with children in a developmentally appropriate manner

By providing a safe environment with clear routines, boundaries and good relationships, we can influence children’s neural, cognitive, social and emotional development

Language (e.g. through Nurturing Talk)

School staff can learn to assess and understand children’s needs, beyond seeing them as ‘naughty’ and applying standard disciplinary procedures

The staff in school, especially the Head teacher and members of Senior Management Teams set the direction for school and the SENCO who works with class teachers and TAs all make up the ethos of the school. If the school has a nurturing approach, the children would all benefit.

On a wider level, some parents need support and referral to agencies which can help address these needs are part of nurturing families.

The impact of nurture in the long term and the effect that it has on the development of the brain (as per the evidence in ‘What Every Parent Needs to Know’ – Sunderland 2006).

The importance of play in older children, e.g. role play is not just an activity for KS1.  It is not generally accepted that these types of activities are suited to KS2.

To help identify which areas should be present in a nurture environment and the activities which should be undertaken in it.

Underlying NG principles and practice

Issues that may underpin children’s behavioural, emotional and learning difficulties

Change the perception that it’s all the fault of the parents. Some NG staff  may blame parents if attachment theory is misunderstood

Information re. different learning styles of young people and general strategies to support children’s learning

Encouraging staff to be patient and not expect miracles overnight. Sticking with the ‘tough child’ – children who need NG not being excluded from it because they are initially struggling ‘too disruptive to stay’

Provide support re. identification and measuring impact tools such as Boxall Profile and Goodman’s SDQ

Support the development of good record keeping and tracking of progress





Play/ problem solving skills

















Developing awareness of the impact of early experience and attachment on children’s development

Understanding of the five principles of nurture and how staff can change behaviour, practice and also the classroom/school environment to support children

Understanding of the Boxall profile and Beyond the Boxall profile to develop and implement strategies to support learning and development

Staff awareness of the impact of emotional development on learning. Without the development skills, such as purposeful attention children may find it difficult to learn

How changes in practice can impact on children’s learning

Children’s development – the developmental skills etc

Their understanding of individual differences with children

The needs of Children

How adopting nurturing approaches can improve outcomes for children especially in terms of achievement

Staff understanding of the impact of early experience on children’s development

Children’s development and learning in all domains

Staff understanding and valuing of each other as individuals

Continuing professional development in understanding children with complex emotional, social and behavioural difficulties





Understanding of child development

An understanding which allows a move away from within child variables to the effects of context and how this can be adapted

For children to learn resilience in a safe setting

To help staff notice their successes in order to enhance their confidence

general understanding of the importance of the impact emotions have on learning (not won’t learn, can’t learn).  I.e. disseminating theory and research

the importance of trusting relationships with adults so that children can be facilitated to feel safe and secure in school

at a wider level EPs promote inclusion and nurture principles and practices sit within the inclusion agenda

social and emotional development of both staff and pupils (e.g. through SEAL materials)

staff appreciation and understanding of social & emotional development and the factors impacting negatively and positively on this development

staff developing closer working relationships with parents, particularly “hard to reach” parents



















Staff- greater understanding of the PSHE needs of the child

Staff- effective behaviour management

Staff- improved teaching due  to access to more appropriate resources for certain groups and considered teaching methods 

Children- provision closely matched to their needs therefore ensuring progress

Children- be considered developmentally rather than chronologically, therefore securing the foundations of their learning

Children-improved learning experiences by participating in activities/use resources for specialist provision, not always available or known to school staff

To open the minds of staff to the work of other nurture groups and how they operate

To instill a need for emotional literacy, social skills, self esteem and anger managent as taught directly to pupils and indirectly though nurture group principles

To show staff how the above directly relates to the ability to learn and retain information

To show staff and pupils different ways of learning and how to be an independent learner

To understand that children in Nurture group settings are not naughty but are trying to communicate their needs and through training and talking to staff around the school to inspire a climate in which all children are nurtured

Ability to reflect  on children’s needs in the context and application of psychological theory, especially attachment theory in this case 

Empower Nurture Group practitioners to reflect on and improve the practice of their Nurture Group, both from experience but also Nurture Group research

Children’ social and emotional development – meeting their needs so they feel safe in a school environment and are able to build on the skills they need in order to access the curriculum, but also later on in life

Teacher’s ability to identify and understand those children who have difficult life circumstances and have social and emotional needs, and empower teachers to meet these needs











EPs could introduce the concepts of nurture principles/nurture groups through INSET in schools, as follows;

EPs could help staff members understand the problems that some children have to face

They could help staff reflect on their interactions with each other and the effect this may have on their pupils

They may help staff reflect on and address issues in their own childhoods and use this to develop their understanding of the issues facing their pupils

EPs could also offer a fresh look at pupils that are posing challenges in schools. They could suggest alternative strategies and additional support. They could suggest other sources of support, e.g. from neighbouring schools. This could be facilitated via network meetings.

Stakeholders’ interpretation of child behaviour – communicative

Attachment training – within a developmental context, highlighting the impact that school staff have on not only children’s’ education but their development

Classroom strategies and practice associated with developing a positive self concept and experiencing positive interactions

Coordination of multiprofessional support around times of transition. Helping families and schools to plan ahead for change

Working therapeutically with children to uncover their worries / anxieties / needs

children’s social skills, emotional regulation, resilience, communication skills, play/ creative skills [and other EYFS-related academic skills], anxiety-reduction and anger management, self-concept and behaviour/ self-control [plus others less directly] 

staff’s capacity to understand the effects of early deprivation, neglect, abuse and attachment difficulties on children’s broadest development into late KS1 and beyond; plus how to address this practically both within the specific NG context and in the broader school ethos/ curriculum/ policy etc

Learning how to get to know each other, embracing differences, caring for others, modelling behaviour, sharing, listening, helping others achieve, feeling safe, developing confidence and self esteem, belonging, working together, valuing different ideas, welcoming input from parents and others in the community, feeling proud of their school and work, enjoying school

Staff and children’s levels of emotional literacy (ie. their emotional and social development)

Staff and children’s emotional health and well-being

Children’s capacity for learning, development and growth

Staff’s understanding and knowledge of the significance of such principles and practices for children’s development –both now and for future children they teach (ie. also impacting upon their practice)

unpicking school ethos and policies; 

enhancing of knowledge of factors that underpin or impede successful learning

supporting reflective practice and team work

supporting work  with parents and communities

enabling staff and parents to look behind behaviours that challenge
-understanding and working with unconscious issues

staff: understanding, knowledge and skills

 educational environments that feel ‘safe’

children and young people’s emotional resilience is developed in relation to: learning behaviour and  social skills

By providing supervision to staff	

By providing training on principles and practice (with reference to psychological principles and research)

Involving staff in research and so empowering them to be active participants in furthering knowledge and skills and assessing outcomes

Helping with the development of monitoring and evaluation systems

Academic Progress! Education is not a race but simply when a developmental and nurturing approach is taken then children begin to learn at an astonishing pace.

Social and emotional development so that vulnerable children become more resilant. 

Schools become more responsive to the needs of staff and pupils. They become more nurturing. 

Staff’s understanding of nurture principles, and setting up an environment conducive to positive development.

Staff’s attributions for children’s difficulties. (e.g. from mental illness to a rational response to the environment)

Children’s development, but indirectly through influencing staff to alter the social environment

All aspects!! That’s what we do.









All staff – vital in some schools, who are resistant to change & the NG staff are not in a position of leadership

Be available to parents & carers in the early days


7.9) Appendix 9: Statements Compiled as a Result of My Reading


From Bennathan, M., & Boxall, M. (2000). Effective intervention in primary schools: Nurture group (2nd Ed.). London: Foulton:


EPs and other members of LEA advisory staff to support and train staff

Encourage school staff and head teachers not to exclude children and young people

Train staff to deal more effectively with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties so they can be prevented from affecting the quality of life for everybody in school (p.3)

To observe classes and offer tips/suggestions to teachers about how to improve the running of the classroom for improved behaviour

To provide advice to school staff about how to provide a more nurturing, positive environment in school for all children and their teachers

The Consortium offers training at many other levels, such a workshops, lectures and day conferences.

Research the effect of nurture groups

Schools need a realistic concept of child development and of precisely how adverse social circumstances affect educational progress.

Staff should respond to children at their developmental level or stage.

Encourage staff to stop regarding children as subnormal or disturbed but as children who have gone badly through the learning process of early childhood and who therefore need extra support and appropriate experiences before they can learn in a normal school setting.  

Encourage staff to think differently about how they teach children, adapting their teaching strategies to meet the children’s needs.

Encourage staff to teach children the skills they need to care for themselves, the language to communicate with other children and to enable play.

Encourage parents not to be over-controlling, punitive or erratic in their behaviour

Empower staff to choose the children for receipt of NPPs

Encourage and support staff in involving parents

Reporting on the groups’ progress is part of the authority’s regular overall audit of SEN

Monitoring of each child’s progress is an essential part of the work of NGs

Support schools in deciding whether or not they would benefit from a NG

Support staff in integrating NPPs into policies

Emphasise to staff that, as well as structuring programmes of learning to include the early learning developmental skills children have missed, they must also fulfil the child’s legal right to the National Curriculum. 

Be involved in discussions about the child with the head teacher, class teacher and nurture group teacher (if there is one) when it is thought they may benefit from NPPs

Provide support in general as an ‘outsider’ of the school

Support staff in understanding children’s feelings rather than simply ‘managing’ the resulting behaviour.

Support teachers in having an adequate understanding of all the factors that contribute to children learning well and badly.

Contribute to planning by advising the LEA on the nature, range and causes and the means of managing emotional and behaviour difficulties.

Work within an advisory group of school and LEA staff to support the development of NPPs: define their boundaries, help to maintain them, support their quest for resources and help in the evaluation of the work.

Daily management of the NG

Arrangement of referral and appropriate review meetings

Liaise with outside agencies and the LEA

Liaise between unit and mainstream staff

Develop and maintain a whole-school approach to NGs





Outreach visits as children succeed and need to move on

Support to unit children in mainstream classes on a planned basis 

To support children in learning new concepts: Support parents in tuning into the child’s stage of understanding, committing to their children’s progress, listening to them, and explaining and linking what he child says to other matters already understood.

Encourage teachers to build up individual relationships with each child, to observe the state of their understanding, to build an intimate knowledge of the child’s current activities and interests, and to build the determination to use the ingenuity of a good parent to feed this into fostering the child’s use of language.

Encourage and support staff in seeing behaviour as a product of a child’s developmental stage, rather than the whole child as a problem





Support staff to develop a structure within which they can have the time to give each child the attention needed, and the confidence that comes from knowing that this approach has been proved to be effective.

Generate detailed knowledge of the distribution of NGs in England and Wales

Define the nature of NGs in terms of practical and organisational arrangements

Generate and pilot evaluation techniques that will assess the effectiveness of NGs

Contribute to the development of NGs through the dissemination of information, consultancy and advice that will be of value to persons seeking to set up NGs.

Encourage staff to refer to expertise, including knowledge of pitfalls when setting up groups e.g. what is and isn’t a NG.

Develop more explicit working links with other agencies.


From Boxall, M. (2002). Nurture groups in schools: Principles and practice. Gateshead, UK: Paul Chapman Publishing:


The teacher needs, more than the interested parent, an explicit awareness of the nature of the developmental process, the circumstances that are essential to it, and its direct relevance to the work of the mainstream class (p.16)

Encourage the nurture group teachers to attach to the children and provide support for clearly defined and manageable expectations and goals to allow them to achieve. 

Gain the support of the school governors when implementing NPPs

Time should be given to the discussion of the nurturing process, from induction to the NG to transfer back to the mainstream class

Links must be cultivated for children in NG with their mainstream classes

Prepare staff to run groups/implement NPPs so they have an adequate conceptual grasp of NPPs

As far as possible, all should understand the purpose of NPPs, including office staff, meals staff and the caretaker, and be positive in attitude and supportive in practice

The key people in fostering the NG/ NPPs in school are the nurture teacher, the nurture assistant, the classteacher, the headteacher and the SENCo. 

Encourage nurture staff to form a close and whole-person relationship with the children, and to identify at an early level with the child’s feelings and needs, and the personal resources and security to interact freely and intuitively within this.

Support in employing staff to roll out NPPs

Act as a sounding board for members of staff, so they are able to air their difficulties and fears.

Liaise with multi-agency professionals who are involved/could potentially be involved in a child’s case

Support the staff in selecting a classroom for NG

Become involved in the structuring of NG in school, for example, whether it is full-time, half-time or part-time, the size and composition of the group, whether it is a nurturing school rather than having a group per se.

To become involved in the referral, assessment, admission and monitoring procedures

Undertaking individual assessments with children who would potentially benefit from the application of NPPs

To be involved with reviews of children receiving nurture provision, for example, each half term

Be involved with the transition to the mainstream class


From Nurture Group Principles and Curriculum Guidelines


Supporting staff to structure their group, for example, full-time/part-time etc.

Daily routines and rituals, for example, regarding the curriculum

Clarifying essential elements of a curriculum for NGs and nurturing classes

Supporting NG teachers in devising a Nurture curriculum for children at the pre-foundation stage in one or more areas of their development, based on their assessment using the Boxall Profile

Supporting NG teachers in planning and assessing the National Curriculum to meet the learning needs of a group of children with a range of abilities who need a nurturing curriculum

Supporting class teachers in planning the National Curriculum for children in a nurturing classroom

Demonstrating how aspects of NG theory and practice link together

EP to liaise with other involved agencies on behalf of the school

Support staff with the reintegration process

Supporting staff to create an environment in the NG where creativity and imagination can flourish

Supporting staff with monitoring, assessment, recording, reporting and accountability

Supporting staff to select children for the group

Supporting staff to reintegrate children

Supporting staff with assessment and record keeping

Supporting staff with reporting orally and in written format to parents

Supporting staff to evaluate practice and intervention


From Bennathan, M., & Boxall, M. (1998). The Boxall Profile: A guide to effective intervention in the education of children with emotional and behavioural difficulties. Maidstone, UK: Association of Workers for Children with Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties:


No extra statements to add


From Beyond the Boxall Profile


No extra statements to add


Supporting Parents, Supporting Education: What NGs Achieve


No extra statements to add


MacKay, T., Reynolds, S., & Kearney, M. (2002). From attachment to attainment: The impact of nurture groups on academic achievement. Educational and Child Psychology, 27 (3), 100- 110.








From Binnie, L. M., & Allen, K. (2008). Whole school support for vulnerable children: The evaluation of a part-time nurture group. Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties, 13(3), 201- 216:


Ensure the National Curriculum is taught

Place emphasis on communication and language development through intensive interaction with an adult and other children 

Provide opportunities for social learning through cooperation and play with others in a group with an appropriate mix of children

Recognise the importance of quality play experiences in the development of children’s learning

A NG coordinator was appointed for half-a-day per week to support staff across schools with planning and delivering of the National Curriculum

A NG support circle was organised by the coordinator to support staff from the NGs, which met every four weeks. As well as being supportive, this group organised staff development opportunities and sharing of resources

One morning session each week was set aside as NG liaison time, during which the NG staff liaised with parents and class teachers

A NG Steering Group met once a term to discuss ongoing practice and ways to steer the initiative forward. The Steering Committee was multidisciplinary and was attended by reps from education management, psychological services, schools, voluntary agencies, speech and language therapy, and social work

A common feature among the NGs was utilising other agencies to support parents e,g, Sure Start, Barnados, SALTs, OT (advice and training)

Re-integration of children into mainstream







Integrating NG approaches and theoretical underpinnings into the mainstream settings


From Colley, D. (2009). Nurture groups in secondary schools. Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties, 14 (4), 291- 300:


Nurture support has been particularly effective when students have experienced sudden and/or severe trauma (training on related issues)

Continue to monitor validity and reliability and appropriateness of measures such as the Boxall Profile and SDQ

Help to develop a clearer view of workings for secondary school NGs and the application of NPPs






From Cooke, C., Yeomans, J. & Parkes, J. (2008). The Oasis: Nurture group provision for key stage 3 pupils. Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties, 13 (4), 291- 303:


Whole school training about nurture

‘Reframing’ of pupil behaviour

Change in mindset through processes of staff regarding individuals and situations and children’s needs differently

Work with school staff and initial training providers to make teachers aware of NPPs and their potential application

Support school staff with providing information about NG, inviting parents in and speaking to staff, for example, about the NG in context of specific needs of the CYP

Support in explaining to CYP about how the group/NPP application will work, the type of activities they would do, why it was felt they needed the provision and what difference they thought it would make, particularly in terms of their successes in school

Support staff to recognise difficulties with transition and provide support/strategies

Support staff with the ‘leap of faith’ in adopting NPPs, with anxieties, concerns and facilitate them in creating a support network for each other

Facilitate staff to work with primary schools that have nurture provision in order to share good practice


From Doyle, R. (2003). Developing the nurturing school. Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties, 8 (4), 252- 266:


Support school staff to produce a social development curriculum and a nurturing school resource pack and to offer support and promote a number of positive approaches to tackling social and emotional development across all areas of the mainstream school

Support staff in making physical changes in classrooms to make it a more nurturing environment

Train staff on the importance of play and of, for example, re-experiencing early play experiences

Gradually alter mainstream though processes while recognising existing good practice

Support school staff to produce a resource pack of materials drawing on the practices (for staff and others)

Support staff to structure unstructured parts of the day, e.g. playtimes

Support staff to carry out peer observations of each other

Discuss the importance of the ‘hidden curriculum’ and its role within the emotionally literate school, where emotions are recognised, understood and appropriately expressed by adults and children


From Gerrard, B. (2005). City of Glasgow nurture group pilot scheme evaluation. Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties, 10 (4), 245- 253:


Support school staff to evaluate nurture in school


From Sanders, T. (2007). Helping children thrive at school: The effectiveness of nurture groups. Educational Psychology in Practice, 23 (1), 45- 61:


Successful groups were funded to attend NG training and were offered access to a support group, regular involvement from an EP, and a steering group was established to oversee the project. Additional funding was allocated to the EPS to conduct an evaluation of the project

Help school staff to explain to CYP why they are in the NG/in receipt of NPPs

Support teachers in not setting too many targets 

Support teachers in adapting teaching approaches (e.g. using more visual strategies)





Prepare staff to understand what to expect from children and when changes are likely to occur- recognise small step changes

Support staff to feel legitimately able to provide play experiences within a school setting. Many teachers still felt the need to follow the curriculum and “be teaching”. The needed help to shift their understanding to incorporate social and emotional development rather than focusing solely upon academic activities

Provide NG staff with support from outside agency (EPS)

Support school staff to understand the importance of timetabling specific slots to ensure that liaison takes place (e.g. between staff in NG and outside agencies etc)

Emphasise staff need to meet the needs of individual children






From Scott, K., & Lee, A. (2009). Beyond the ‘classic’ nurture group model: An evaluation of part-time and cross-age nurture groups in a Scottish local authority. Support for Learning, 24 (1), 5- 10:


Support staff to structure daily routines to promote a sense of security

Support school staff to provide a curriculum which includes both personal and social development and the formal curriculum, especially language and mathematics (as tailored to each child’s level of development)

Emphasise to staff the importance of language and clear communication, ensuring understanding by the child

Encourage staff to foster close, supportive and caring relationships with CYP

Encourage school staff to provide opportunities for social learning through co-operation and play with other children

Encourage adults to provide a positive model of social interaction

Encourage adults to provide opportunity for shared eating experiences as an expression of care as well as opportunity for social learning

Efforts made to engage positively with parents


From Taylor, V. M. & Gulliford, A. (2011) Parental perspectives on nurture groups: the potential for engagement. British Journal of Special Education, 38 (2), 73- 82:


Encourage NG staff to promote and develop relationships with parents and to encourage early, active parental involvement

(Encourage school staff to) consult with parents regarding their children’s entry to a NG, sensitively 

Encourage school staff to realise that it should not be synonymous with a view that pathologises parents

Encourage school staff that underpinning of NG provision is that of NGs being welcoming of parental involvement. Support to make this feasible practically in setting

Involve SENCo, class teacher, headteacher, EP in admissions meetings to facilitate home/school relationships

Encourage school staff to identify themselves to parents

Encourage/support school staff to put on special social occasions, such as NG tea parties, where the main focus is not directly related to discussing children’s behaviour/progress

Encourage NG staff to provide regular feedback to class teachers and parents regarding individual children

Encourage NG staff to act as facilitators between the home and school, particularly with regard to liaising with parents who are reluctant to come to school to meet formally with teaching staff

EP, school and parent consultation is a useful concept for understanding ways in which the NG bridges home and school

Train and support teaching assistants who are deployed in the sensitive tasks of supporting vulnerable children

Encourage school staff to provide immediate positive feedback of any incremental success or progress to parents who have endured a history of negative feedback about their children

Encourage school staff to provide parents with the opportunity to make informal visits that allow them to see their children in a positive light and that provide opportunities for the modelling of alternative ways of interacting with their children

Encourage school staff to provide structured opportunities for NGs to engage actively with parents, e.g. through Family SEAL (one element of the DfES National Behaviour and Attendance Strategy (DfES, 2006))


From Lyndon, B. (1992). A descriptive account of a short-term nurture group. Educational Psychology in Practice, 8 (1), 25- 31:


EP facilitate joint meetings where parents and teachers might be enabled to look at the problem from a different perspective and see possibilities of bringing about change together. Children need to see this kind of joint action between teachers and parents if they are going to develop ‘the capacity for impulse control, sustained attention to a task and tolerance of stress, such as will confront them daily in the school setting’.

EP to be consulted and notice the child’s ability to play and make suggestions for development

EP to support planning of activities, play etc.

EP to run half-termly meetings for parents in which they could be consulted about their child and information shared and parents to express positive feelings about their children

EP to support parents in becoming more aware of the connection between the child’s experiences at home and his progress at school

EP to make schools aware they can be contacted when schools feel overwhelmed by difficulties- help them to redefine it etc.

EP hold meetings twice a term with headteacher, class teacher, and NG teacher e.g. to consider children’s learning difficulties learning difficulties and how these might be related to earlier childhood experiences and support staff to evaluate their different experiences with the children to give them greater understanding and enable them to plan the next stage of development

EP present in school meetings to allow parents to express feelings about school and their difficulties with their children














1.	Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
2.	Support staff in educational settings to implement interventions that promote NPPs. For example: the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme; Circle Time; Circle of Friends.  
3.	Support staff in educational settings with assessment approaches to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs. For example: with baseline and follow-up Boxall Profile measures; with Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire measures.
4.	Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.
5.	Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.
6.	Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
7.	Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
8.	Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors.  
9.	Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).
10.	Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.
11.	Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs. For example: through delivering whole-setting nurture training; through encouraging staff to develop a universal language consistent with NPPs; through supporting staff to develop a staff induction programme with regard to NPPs.
12.	Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.
13.	Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.
14.	Support individuals to understand that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident. For example: indicate when changes are likely to occur; support staff in educational settings to recognise small step changes.
15.	Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.
16.	Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.
17.	Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.
18.	Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.
19.	Undertake assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs. For example: observe pupils and feed back to staff; complete Boxall Profiles; complete Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires.    
20.	Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.
21.	Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.  
22.	Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.
23.	Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.
24.	Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.
25.	Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.  
26.	Provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others. For example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out).
27.	Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when working directly with children and young people; by incorporating recommendations which promote NPPs in reports and Psychological Advices.
28.	Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.
29.	Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   
30.	Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff.
31.	Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.
32.	Work directly with SOME children and young people who ARE IN RECEIPT of nurture provision. For example: undertaking additional assessments; providing additional interventions.  
33.	Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.  
34.	Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.
35.	Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
36.	Become involved in selecting children for nurture provision. For example: by observing children and young people; by attending nurture panel meetings; by selecting an appropriate mix of pupils for nurture groups or interventions that support NPPs.
37.	Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.
38.	Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.  
39.	Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.
40.	Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs. For example, issues such as: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma.
41.	Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.
42.	Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.
43.	Support staff in educational settings to approach members of the community for support with the implementation of NPPs. For example: with regard to places children and young people could visit as part of a nurturing curriculum, such as the local library; with regard to resources.  
44.	Order nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs.  
45.	Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.
46.	Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educational settings. For example: by consulting with staff; by providing advice at different stages.  
47.	Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.
48.	Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs.
49.	Act as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs. For example, for those who are setting up nurture groups or 'nurturing settings'.
50.	Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).
51.	Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.
52.	Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
53.	Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.
54.	Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.
55.	Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.
56.	Become involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of delivering nurture provision. For example: by highlighting desirable personality traits; by sitting on interview panels.
57.	Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. For example: by consulting with managers with regard to which space should be used in the setting, paint colours and furniture; viewing rooms for their suitability.
58.	Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.
59.	Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences.





















Work at a Strategic Level Be realistic about NPPs and the application of PsychologyDefend NPPsMore time for NPPsEarly intervention/preventative workMulti-agency professionalsSharing good practiceEncourage EP involvementUndertake CPDEvents that support nurtureSupport EP colleaguesCommunity support of NPPsLinks with NGN/other professional bodiesNetwork meetings 
Consult with Staff with regard to the application of NPPsModel effective practiceHigh schools/settings with less understanding of NPPsNurturing environmentSupervisionReflectionChange in thought processes/reframing misconceptionsWhole school approachStaff/pupil relationshipsPromote nurture planning meetingsStaff induction programmeTraining: 	Strategies/interventions that promote NPPsWork around behaviourEmotional health and well-beingChild development and NPPs
Logistics ResourcesDirectly manage staffFundingSet up NGsRun NGsReintegrationParental InvolvementCurriculum: 	Individual casework application of NPPsWork with groupsTherapeutic interventions




7.12) Appendix 12: Follow-up Data Response Sheet

Research Title: Educational Psychologists’ Perceptions of their Role in Supporting and Developing Nurture Principles and Practices in Educational Settings: Implications for Practice


Follow-Up Data Response Sheet (Final Stage of Data Collection)

Two factors (viewpoints) emerged from the study. Please could you read the full interpretations (below) for Factor 1 and Factor 2. Then, please indicate, in the boxes provided following the factor interpretations, the factor you most identify with, concerning the role of the EP in supporting and developing nurture principles and practices (NPPs) in educational settings. The numbers in brackets, in the interpretations, indicate the number of the statement and the position in which it was sorted in the Q-sort distribution grid, on average. For example, (15, +6) would mean statement 15, positioned at +6 in the distribution grid.
	

Factor 1: Full Interpretation- Nurturing Environments, Nurturing Children

There are two main themes that characterise factor 1: 1) providing support at the setting level (supporting staff) to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments; and 2) providing support at the individual child/young person (CYP) level. 

Theme 1: Providing support at the setting level (supporting staff) to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments

One of the most important roles of the EP, with regard to supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings, relates to providing support at the setting level (supporting members of staff) to develop emotionally literate (statement 15, positioned at +6) and nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported (25, +5). Delivering training to staff in educational settings, with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs (40, +4) is considered to be important and such issues may include: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma; and supporting staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development (34, +4). In addition, undertaking work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour (16, +5) is a valuable activity for EPs, including providing a supportive role to staff in educational settings to enable them to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (50, +6). Such work is also likely to contribute towards the creation of emotionally literate and nurturing environments. Developing a collection of nurture resources (28, -1) is considered less valuable, as is defending NPPs against the criticism of others, for example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs (48, -2). 

Theme 2: Providing support at the individual (CYP) level

Also prioritised highly is work that can be carried out by EPs at the individual (CYP) level, including, for example, EPs identifying attachment issues in CYP whose cases they are working on (20, +4). This may be done through undertaking assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs (19, +2). In addition, implementing NPPs in individual casework (27, +4) is considered important, along with supporting staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from NGs into their mainstream classes (42, +3). Undertaking therapeutic work in educational settings (60, +2) is another way in which EPs may work at the individual level to support and develop NPPs. It is relatively important that adults should be supported in understanding that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident (14, +3). 

Activities that could be implemented by members of staff in settings independently of an EP, or that may be carried out by an EP, depending on individual circumstances/contexts, are not considered to be as important. Such activities include working directly with CYP who are not in receipt of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs (13, 0) and becoming involved in selecting children for nurture provision (36, 0). Supporting members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision (54, -2) is given low priority.


Factor 2: Full Interpretation- Strategy and Systems

There are two main themes that characterise factor 2: 1) working at a strategic level to promote NPPs; and 2) providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs.

Theme 1: Working at a strategic level to promote NPPs

One of the most important roles of the EP, with regard to supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings, relates to working at a strategic level to promote NPPs (45, +6). Adopting evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs (21, +4) is of high priority within this context and EPs may even undertake research with a focus on NPPs (37, +3) to inform strategy development. Working strategically may involve presenting nurture data, in an appropriate manner, to others, including LA staff, senior management teams and parents (4, +5), as this may help to support a case for rolling out NPPs. Becoming involved in the set-up of nurture group (NG) rooms in educational settings (46, +4) is viewed as important within this systemic role for EPs, along with becoming involved with quality assurance (5, +3) and in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings (51, +4). Delivering nurture training to other EPs (39, 0) is viewed as less valuable, although this may be because EPs have the skills to research and learn about topics such as nurture for themselves. The setting up of district NGs (9, -2), and becoming involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs in educational settings (58, -4), is considered to be of low priority. 

Theme 2: Providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs


















Please feel free to provide any comments, should you wish:.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................



























7.14) Appendix 14: PQMethod Output: Two Factor Solution

PQMethod2.11               EP Perceptions Role Supp Dev NPPs Ed Sett Imp Prac                                    PAGE    1
Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12
Correlation Matrix Between Sorts  

SORTS          1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30
 
  1 2211251  100  68  41  33  26  20  40  53  49  62  34  49  63  61  53  29  38  45  66  45  42  52  46  43  47  34  47  49  62  26
  2 4223252   68 100  49  34  33  24  50  55  60  61  45  63  54  66  56  39  44  45  58  52  54  61  54  49  49  36  48  51  59  46
  3 5218253   41  49 100  67  18  48  47  59  46  46  50  52  43  67  51  33  37  44  57  31  54  50  52  45  28  30  37  50  42  66
  4 62t811t   33  34  67 100  26  49  26  51  41  33  47  29  31  52  49  28  30  33  35  20  57  31  34  38  22  15  29  49  28  58
  5 81271t2   26  33  18  26 100  28  34  21  21  30  40  17  27  38   7  32  42  27  31  29  45  44  22  31  24  32  17  41  20  40
  6 1022811t  20  24  48  49  28 100  37  32  24  20  40  18  24  43  34  13  20  41  25  18  40  19  16  16  -7  14   8  32  16  52
  7 11222252  40  50  47  26  34  37 100  49  57  33  41  39  40  49  45  32  30  55  56  48  34  47  49  52  48  22  44  55  36  51
  8 1312225t  53  55  59  51  21  32  49 100  60  51  40  46  44  51  66  24  18  54  49  30  48  54  55  52  46  37  58  50  49  41
  9 14227252  49  60  46  41  21  24  57  60 100  56  24  56  51  57  50  24  38  49  62  53  49  48  55  58  48  33  62  58  51  35
 10 15225252  62  61  46  33  30  20  33  51  56 100  33  50  62  48  52  38  53  28  71  40  53  61  67  56  51  52  53  47  51  32
 11 17226252  34  45  50  47  40  40  41  40  24  33 100  29  27  49  43  42  43  25  37  12  46  53  34  47  31  23  14  47  25  68
 12 18227252  49  63  52  29  17  18  39  46  56  50  29 100  60  63  38  37  58  43  62  53  44  63  51  37  45  36  46  46  54  42
 13 19124252  63  54  43  31  27  24  40  44  51  62  27  60 100  57  42  38  41  41  75  42  50  61  42  34  53  49  46  52  44  38
 14 2022615t  61  66  67  52  38  43  49  51  57  48  49  63  57 100  55  44  57  54  56  54  64  53  38  45  36  30  33  52  60  64
 15 22225252  53  56  51  49   7  34  45  66  50  52  43  38  42  55 100  37  26  42  43  31  43  48  48  47  50  26  52  44  54  42
 16 25223252  29  39  33  28  32  13  32  24  24  38  42  37  38  44  37 100  46  31  37  36  48  36  34  45  48  34  38  33  33  30
 17 272271t2  38  44  37  30  42  20  30  18  38  53  43  58  41  57  26  46 100  23  45  53  51  54  40  48  36  33  26  49  42  34
 18 28215252  45  45  44  33  27  41  55  54  49  28  25  43  41  54  42  31  23 100  49  53  39  34  39  34  41   8  29  44  51  38
 19 29222252  66  58  57  35  31  25  56  49  62  71  37  62  75  56  43  37  45  49 100  47  56  68  73  53  53  45  59  56  52  44
 20 31227122  45  52  31  20  29  18  48  30  53  40  12  53  42  54  31  36  53  53  47 100  28  44  46  46  50  19  48  39  53  20
 21 32228112  42  54  54  57  45  40  34  48  49  53  46  44  50  64  43  48  51  39  56  28 100  45  46  49  42  51  41  47  42  53






 23 34223252  46  54  52  34  22  16  49  55  55  67  34  51  42  38  48  34  40  39  73  46  46  60 100  60  52  37  59  52  51  35
 24 35214252  43  49  45  38  31  16  52  52  58  56  47  37  34  45  47  45  48  34  53  46  49  50  60 100  51  52  65  59  38  34
 25 36216132  47  49  28  22  24  -7  48  46  48  51  31  45  53  36  50  48  36  41  53  50  42  55  52  51 100  39  58  52  44  21
 26 37228243  34  36  30  15  32  14  22  37  33  52  23  36  49  30  26  34  33   8  45  19  51  42  37  52  39 100  52  39  32  17
 27 38213252  47  48  37  29  17   8  44  58  62  53  14  46  46  33  52  38  26  29  59  48  41  47  59  65  58  52 100  48  46  13
 28 39148252  49  51  50  49  41  32  55  50  58  47  47  46  52  52  44  33  49  44  56  39  47  52  52  59  52  39  48 100  50  53
 29 402281t2  62  59  42  28  20  16  36  49  51  51  25  54  44  60  54  33  42  51  52  53  42  54  51  38  44  32  46  50 100  22
 30 4223t112  26  46  66  58  40  52  51  41  35  32  68  42  38  64  42  30  34  38  44  20  53  41  35  34  21  17  13  53  22 100
 31 54127112  18  42  58  38  34  48  59  42  36  37  50  51  52  56  35  32  41  46  56  38  48  53  42  36  26  22  22  39  23  72
 32 55227112  37  34  56  52  34  46  50  49  48  38  41  41  48  62  26  27  47  39  48  37  51  36  34  49  15  25  30  54  28  57
 33 56139112  42  37  58  47  32  32  29  40  32  49  38  37  47  64  33  36  42  30  52  34  52  29  28  38  13  38  26  36  35  60
 34 58229112  41  39  44  38  31  18  34  31  42  49  21  20  27  42  30  27  30  18  47  23  37  31  35  32  22  33  32  39  40  22
 35 59267112  36  44  45  49  38  34  40  36  33  28  43  33  39  55  33  29  43  37  33  37  44  38  30  24  29   5   8  48  31  48
 36 67229113  53  56  54  54  27  40  51  56  41  41  56  52  56  63  61  37  36  43  62  33  59  53  51  40  34  22  43  48  42  66
 37 6822911t  36  49  55  47  38  43  40  59  37  23  61  40  39  56  49  19  26  46  35  27  39  54  24  26  31  10  26  44  33  61
 38 69228112  47  44  41  29  20  15  42  37  39  51  33  43  38  44  49  23  37  35  54  34  30  40  37  28  35  36  33  43  57  32
 39 70217252  40  44  45  32  23  28  44  55  44  57  35  60  58  52  42  47  55  31  58  48  53  62  48  58  53  54  60  53  50  25
 40 72222252  61  64  52  41  40  38  47  40  49  59  49  49  61  49  40  26  34  43  72  39  51  52  59  44  53  43  44  50  44  40
 41 74123252  53  60  49  43  21  24  54  59  48  65  36  49  62  52  66  29  30  35  66  36  50  59  61  45  56  37  55  54  60  46
 42 75224252  51  58  41  24  26  16  41  46  41  58  44  44  53  39  38  36  40  34  61  32  48  58  63  42  48  45  45  49  56  35
 43 782591t2  52  56  60  49  30  52  48  60  53  43  34  40  48  65  53  26  28  56  45  51  38  45  41  38  28  24  37  49  52  38
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Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12

Correlation Matrix Between Sorts  

SORTS         31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43
 
  1 2211251   18  37  42  41  36  53  36  47  40  61  53  51  52
  2 4223252   42  34  37  39  44  56  49  44  44  64  60  58  56
  3 5218253   58  56  58  44  45  54  55  41  45  52  49  41  60
  4 62t811t   38  52  47  38  49  54  47  29  32  41  43  24  49
  5 81271t2   34  34  32  31  38  27  38  20  23  40  21  26  30
  6 1022811t  48  46  32  18  34  40  43  15  28  38  24  16  52
  7 11222252  59  50  29  34  40  51  40  42  44  47  54  41  48
  8 1312225t  42  49  40  31  36  56  59  37  55  40  59  46  60
  9 14227252  36  48  32  42  33  41  37  39  44  49  48  41  53
 10 15225252  37  38  49  49  28  41  23  51  57  59  65  58  43
 11 17226252  50  41  38  21  43  56  61  33  35  49  36  44  34
 12 18227252  51  41  37  20  33  52  40  43  60  49  49  44  40
 13 19124252  52  48  47  27  39  56  39  38  58  61  62  53  48
 14 2022615t  56  62  64  42  55  63  56  44  52  49  52  39  65
 15 22225252  35  26  33  30  33  61  49  49  42  40  66  38  53
 16 25223252  32  27  36  27  29  37  19  23  47  26  29  36  26
 17 272271t2  41  47  42  30  43  36  26  37  55  34  30  40  28
 18 28215252  46  39  30  18  37  43  46  35  31  43  35  34  56
 19 29222252  56  48  52  47  33  62  35  54  58  72  66  61  45
 20 31227122  38  37  34  23  37  33  27  34  48  39  36  32  51
 21 32228112  48  51  52  37  44  59  39  30  53  51  50  48  38







 23 34223252  42  34  28  35  30  51  24  37  48  59  61  63  41
 24 35214252  36  49  38  32  24  40  26  28  58  44  45  42  38
 25 36216132  26  15  13  22  29  34  31  35  53  53  56  48  28
 26 37228243  22  25  38  33   5  22  10  36  54  43  37  45  24
 27 38213252  22  30  26  32   8  43  26  33  60  44  55  45  37
 28 39148252  39  54  36  39  48  48  44  43  53  50  54  49  49
 29 402281t2  23  28  35  40  31  42  33  57  50  44  60  56  52
 30 4223t112  72  57  60  22  48  66  61  32  25  40  46  35  38
 31 54127112 100  55  48  15  42  60  51  33  47  46  42  39  48
 32 55227112  55 100  49  20  46  49  44  24  55  34  36  34  40
 33 56139112  48  49 100  48  41  50  29  37  45  26  43  27  43
 34 58229112  15  20  48 100  39  24  26  39  34  34  40  41  49
 35 59267112  42  46  41  39 100  41  37  28  30  30  43  26  54
 36 67229113  60  49  50  24  41 100  51  41  50  52  61  55  45
 37 6822911t  51  44  29  26  37  51 100  27  33  43  37  39  52
 38 69228112  33  24  37  39  28  41  27 100  33  46  45  28  36
 39 70217252  47  55  45  34  30  50  33  33 100  39  54  48  45
 40 72222252  46  34  26  34  30  52  43  46  39 100  57  60  48
 41 74123252  42  36  43  40  43  61  37  45  54  57 100  58  46
 42 75224252  39  34  27  41  26  55  39  28  48  60  58 100  37
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Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12

Unrotated Factor Matrix 
                	     Factors
                   	1         	     2
 SORTS
  1 2211251       0.6916   -0.1983
  2 4223252       0.7673   -0.1136
  3 5218253       0.7314    0.2824
  4 62t811t       0.5911    0.3954
  5 81271t2       0.4493    0.0771
  6 1022811t      0.4340    0.5381
  7 11222252      0.6673    0.0544
  8 1312225t      0.7147    0.0933
  9 14227252      0.7019   -0.1226
 10 15225252      0.7281   -0.3709
 11 17226252      0.5948    0.2893
 12 18227252      0.6911   -0.1834
 13 19124252      0.7172   -0.1645
 14 2022615t      0.8069    0.2158
 15 22225252      0.6704    0.0088
 16 25223252      0.5137   -0.0447
 17 272271t2      0.5998   -0.1141
 18 28215252      0.5960    0.1463
 19 29222252      0.8129   -0.2497
 20 31227122      0.5857   -0.1749
 21 32228112      0.7189    0.0802







 23 34223252      0.6952   -0.2788
 24 35214252      0.6723   -0.1523
 25 36216132      0.6042   -0.3921
 26 37228243      0.4945   -0.3388
 27 38213252      0.6152   -0.4008
 28 39148252      0.7334   -0.0117
 29 402281t2      0.6630   -0.2498
 30 4223t112      0.6426    0.5606
 31 54127112      0.6505    0.3339
 32 55227112      0.6304    0.2807
 33 56139112      0.6026    0.1815
 34 58229112      0.5027   -0.0445
 35 59267112      0.5563    0.2736
 36 67229113      0.7358    0.2038
 37 6822911t      0.5992    0.3915
 38 69228112      0.5621   -0.1009
 39 70217252      0.7064   -0.1848
 40 72222252      0.7128   -0.1204
 41 74123252      0.7420   -0.1171
 42 75224252      0.6582   -0.2435
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Unrotated Factor Matrix (continued)
                Factors			
                   1         2
 SORTS

 Eigenvalues     18.5675    2.6684
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Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12
Cumulative Communalities Matrix 
                	Factors 1 Thru ....
                  	 1               2
 SORTS
  1 2211251       0.4783    0.5176
  2 4223252       0.5888    0.6017
  3 5218253       0.5350    0.6148
  4 62t811t       0.3494    0.5057
  5 81271t2       0.2019    0.2078
  6 1022811t      0.1883    0.4779
  7 11222252      0.4453    0.4483
  8 1312225t      0.5108    0.5195
  9 14227252      0.4926    0.5077
 10 15225252      0.5301    0.6677
 11 17226252      0.3538    0.4375
 12 18227252      0.4776    0.5113
 13 19124252      0.5144    0.5414
 14 2022615t      0.6511    0.6977
 15 22225252      0.4495    0.4496
 16 25223252      0.2639    0.2659
 17 272271t2      0.3598    0.3728
 18 28215252      0.3552    0.3766
 19 29222252      0.6608    0.7231
 20 31227122      0.3431    0.3737
 21 32228112      0.5169    0.5233







 23 34223252      0.4833    0.5610
 24 35214252      0.4520    0.4752
 25 36216132      0.3650    0.5188
 26 37228243      0.2445    0.3593
 27 38213252      0.3784    0.5391
 28 39148252      0.5379    0.5380
 29 402281t2      0.4396    0.5020
 30 4223t112      0.4129    0.7273
 31 54127112      0.4232    0.5347
 32 55227112      0.3974    0.4762
 33 56139112      0.3632    0.3961
 34 58229112      0.2527    0.2546
 35 59267112      0.3095    0.3843
 36 67229113      0.5414    0.5829
 37 6822911t      0.3590    0.5122
 38 69228112      0.3160    0.3262
 39 70217252      0.4989    0.5331
 40 72222252      0.5081    0.5226
 41 74123252      0.5505    0.5642
 42 75224252      0.4332    0.4925
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Cumulative Communalities Matrix (continued)
                	Factors 1 Thru ....
                   	          1         2
 SORTS

cum% expl.Var.        43        49

QANGLES File Not Found - Apparently VARIMAX Was Used
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Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                  
     Jan 06 12


Factor Matrix with an X Indicating a Defining Sort

                Loadings			

 QSORT             1         2
 
  1 2211251      0.6536X   0.3006 
  2 4223252      0.6558X   0.4142 
  3 5218253      0.3704    0.6911X
  4 62t811t      0.1903    0.6852X
  5 81271t2      0.2904    0.3514 
  6 1022811t    -0.0218    0.6910X





 8 1312225t     0.4810    0.5368 
  9 14227252     0.6121X   0.3647 
 10 15225252     0.7939X   0.1935 
 11 17226252     0.2623    0.6072X
 12 18227252     0.6436X   0.3116 
 13 19124252     0.6510X   0.3429 
 14 2022615t     0.4711    0.6898X
 15 22225252     0.5026X   0.4438 
 16 25223252     0.4187    0.3011 
 17 272271t2     0.5292X   0.3046 
 18 28215252     0.3565    0.4995X		
 19 29222252     0.7791X   0.3407 
 20 31227122     0.5582X   0.2493 
 21 32228112     0.4928    0.5296 
 22 33245252     0.6763X   0.3604 
 23 34223252     0.7088X   0.2419 
 24 35214252     0.6090X   0.3228 
 25 36216132     0.7138X   0.0967 
 26 37228243     0.5958X   0.0656 
 27 38213252     0.7278X   0.0972 
 28 39148252     0.5637X   0.4694 
 29 402281t2     0.6656X   0.2429 
 30 4223t112     0.1217    0.8441X
 31 54127112     0.2755    0.6773X
 32 55227112     0.2949    0.6239X
 33 56139112     0.3385    0.5306X
 34 58229112     0.4101    0.2940 
 35 59267112     0.2434    0.5702X
 36 67229113     0.4250    0.6342X
 37 6822911t     0.1990    0.6875X





 39 70217252     0.6560X   0.3205 
 40 72222252     0.6189X   0.3735 
 41 74123252     0.6389    0.3950X
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Factor Matrix with an X Indicating a Defining Sort (continued)

                Loadings

 QSORT             1         2
 
 43 782591t2     0.4064X   0.5845 
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Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12

Free Distribution Data Results

 QSORT            MEAN     ST.DEV.
 
  1 2211251       0.000     3.114
  2 4223252       0.000     3.114
  3 5218253       0.000     3.114
  4 62t811t       0.000     3.114
  5 81271t2       0.000     3.114
  6 1022811t      0.000     3.114
  7 11222252      0.000     3.114
  8 1312225t      0.000     3.114
  9 14227252      0.000     3.114
 10 15225252      0.000     3.114
 11 17226252      0.000     3.114
 12 18227252      0.000     3.114
 13 19124252      0.000     3.114
 14 2022615t      0.000     3.114
 15 22225252      0.000     3.114
 16 25223252      0.000     3.114
 17 272271t2      0.000     3.114
 18 28215252      0.000     3.114
 19 29222252      0.000     3.114
 20 31227122      0.000     3.114
 21 32228112      0.000     3.114






 23 34223252      0.000     3.114
 24 35214252      0.000     3.114
 25 36216132      0.000     3.114
 26 37228243      0.000     3.114
 27 38213252      0.000     3.114
 28 39148252      0.000     3.114
 29 402281t2      0.000     3.114
 30 4223t112      0.000     3.114
 31 54127112      0.000     3.114
 32 55227112      0.000     3.114
 33 56139112      0.000     3.114
 34 58229112      0.000     3.114
 35 59267112      0.000     3.114
 36 67229113      0.000     3.114
 37 6822911t      0.000     3.114
 38 69228112      0.000     3.114
 39 70217252      0.000     3.114
 40 72222252      0.000     3.114
 41 74123252      0.000     3.114
 42 75224252      0.000     3.114
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Rank Statement Totals with Each Factor
                                                                              			            Factors
No.  Statement                                               			No        1          2
 
  1  1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPP    1      0.11  29  -0.09  34
  2  2. Support staff in educational settings to implement     2      0.63  15   0.36  22
  3  3. Support staff in educational settings with assessme    3      0.36  22   0.72  16
  4  4. Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear ma    4     -0.38  41   1.32   5
  5  5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to    5     -0.77  47   0.86  14
  6  6. Devote more time to engaging in preventative work w    6      0.97  10   0.69  17
  7  7. Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the    7     -1.09  49  -1.10  52
  8  8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in    8     -0.40  42  -0.01  31
  9  9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurt    9     -1.12  51  -0.49  42
 10  10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture group   10     -1.28  54  -0.87  48
 11  11. Support educational settings to develop a whole-se   11      0.71  13   1.96   1
 12  12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture    12     -0.18  37  -0.06  33
 13  13. Work directly with children and young people who a   13      0.10  30  -0.73  45
 14  14. Support individuals to understand that improvement   14      0.88  12  -0.26  38
 15  15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise   15      1.86   2   0.51  20
 16  16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focu   16      1.53   5   0.52  19
 17  17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive paren   17      0.26  24  -0.12  35
 18  18. Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.            18     -0.87  48  -0.66  44
 19  19. Undertake assessments of children and young people   19      0.41  19  -1.03  49
 20  20. Identify attachment issues in children and young p   20      1.27   8  -0.34  39
 21  21. Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs.   21      0.41  18   1.21   8







 23  23. Deliver nurture training providing you have connec   23     -1.24  53  -1.35  55
 24  24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educati   24     -0.10  36  -0.04  32
 25  25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing   25      1.60   4   1.15  10
 26  26. Provide more support to educational settings which   26      0.70  14   0.28  25
 27  27. Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example   27      1.01   9   0.25  26
 28  28. Develop a collection of nurture resources. For exa   28     -0.32  40  -1.06  51
 29  29. Become directly involved with ALL children and you   29     -1.63  56  -1.76  57
 30  30. Provide ongoing support for staff who are implemen   30      0.51  17   1.31   6
 31  31. Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are de   31     -1.72  57  -1.80  58
 32  32. Work directly with SOME children and young people    32      0.17  28  -0.15  36
 33  33. Support staff in educational settings in involving   33      0.37  21   0.58  18
 34  34. Support staff in educational settings to have a re   34      1.43   6   0.49  21
 35  35. Become involved in the whole plan-do-review proces   35      0.01  33  -0.22  37
 36  36. Become involved in selecting children for nurture    36     -0.05  34  -0.49  41
 37  37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For examp   37     -0.53  44   1.13  11
 38  38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for    38      0.34  23   1.43   4
 39  39. Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example   39     -0.27  39   0.21  28
 40  40. Deliver training to staff in educational settings    40      1.41   7   0.84  15
 41  41. Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurtu   41     -1.75  58  -2.05  59
 42  42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegra   42      0.89  11   0.29  24
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Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12

Rank Statement Totals with Each Factor
                                                                              Factors
No.  Statement                                               No.          1          2
 
 44  44. Order nurture resources for educational settings t   44     -2.30  60  -2.26  60
 45  45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For exa   45      0.10  31   1.62   2
 46  46. Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in   46      0.19  26   1.31   7
 47  47. Support staff in educational settings to continue    47      1.65   3   1.51   3
 48  48. Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For e   48     -0.63  46  -1.14  53
 49  49. Act as a key contact person for staff in education   49     -0.57  45   0.24  27
 50  50. Support staff in educational settings to understan   50      2.16   1   0.97  13
 51  51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with   51      0.17  27   1.18   9
 52  52. Support staff in educational settings with curricu   52     -0.20  38  -0.42  40
 53  53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: a   53      0.38  20   0.01  30
 54  54. Support members of staff in educational settings t   54     -0.46  43  -1.04  50
 55  55. Deliver nurture training to staff in educational s   55      0.26  25   1.11  12
 56  56. Become involved in recruiting staff in educational   56     -1.11  50  -0.57  43
 57  57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group roo   57     -1.20  52  -0.84  46
 58  58. Become involved in securing funding for the implem   58     -1.79  59  -1.28  54
 59  59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educa   59      0.09  32   0.34  23











Correlations Between Factor Scores		

               1       2

    1     1.0000  0.6790
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Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12

Normalized Factor Scores -- For Factor    1

 No.  Statement                                                    			No.     Z-SCORES
 
  50  50. Support staff in educational settings to understand that  50        2.157
  15  15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise that   15        1.861
  47  47. Support staff in educational settings to continue to inc  47        1.652
  25  25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing envir  25        1.604
  16  16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on b  16        1.528
  34  34. Support staff in educational settings to have a realisti  34        1.432
  40  40. Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a  40        1.412
  20  20. Identify attachment issues in children and young people   20        1.274
  27  27. Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when  27        1.009
   6  6. Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with re   6        0.966
  42  42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate chi  42        0.889
  14  14. Support individuals to understand that improvements for   14        0.881
  11  11. Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting   11        0.710
  26  26. Provide more support to educational settings which are p  26        0.702
   2  2. Support staff in educational settings to implement interv   2        0.627
  60  60. Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in or  60        0.597
  30  30. Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing N  30        0.508
  21  21. Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For e  21        0.414
  19  19. Undertake assessments of children and young people to re  19        0.411
  53  53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend   53        0.382
  33  33. Support staff in educational settings in involving paren  33        0.370






38  38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for the im  38        0.343
  17  17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents bas  17        0.262
  55  55. Deliver nurture training to staff in educational setting  55        0.260
  46  46. Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educa  46        0.186
  51  51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regar  51        0.175
  32  32. Work directly with SOME children and young people who AR  32        0.173
   1  1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For   1        0.109
  13  13. Work directly with children and young people who are NOT  13        0.101
  45  45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example:   45        0.100
  59  59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational  59        0.090
  35  35. Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with  35        0.008
  36  36. Become involved in selecting children for nurture provis  36       -0.050
  22  22. Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For   22       -0.075
  24  24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational s  24       -0.102
  12  12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resour  12       -0.180
  52  52. Support staff in educational settings with curriculum pl  52       -0.202
  39  39. Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to t  39       -0.273
  28  28. Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example:   28       -0.319
   4  4. Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner t   4       -0.375
   8  8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the i   8       -0.400
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Normalized Factor Scores -- For Factor    1

 No.  Statement                                                    			No.     Z-SCORES
 
  37  37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: in  37       -0.528
  49  49. Act as a key contact person for staff in educational set  49       -0.574
  48  48. Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example  48       -0.634
   5  5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the i   5       -0.765
  18  18. Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.                 18       -0.866
   7  7. Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the inter   7       -1.088
  56  56. Become involved in recruiting staff in educational setti  56       -1.106
   9  9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture gr   9       -1.115
  57  57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. Fo  57       -1.205
  23  23. Deliver nurture training providing you have connections   23       -1.237
  10  10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in A  10       -1.281
  43  43. Support staff in educational settings to approach member  43       -1.516
  29  29. Become directly involved with ALL children and young peo  29       -1.632
  31  31. Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are deliveri  31       -1.720
  41  41. Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture gro  41       -1.754
  58  58. Become involved in securing funding for the implementati  58       -1.794
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Normalized Factor Scores -- For Factor    2

 No.  Statement                                                    			No.     Z-SCORES
 
  11  11. Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting   11        1.960
  45  45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example:   45        1.620
  47  47. Support staff in educational settings to continue to inc  47        1.510
  38  38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for the im  38        1.428
   4  4. Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner t   4        1.321
  30  30. Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing N  30        1.315
  46  46. Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educa  46        1.309
  21  21. Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For e  21        1.211
  51  51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regar  51        1.179
  25  25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing envir  25        1.154
  37  37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: in  37        1.133
  55  55. Deliver nurture training to staff in educational setting  55        1.110
  50  50. Support staff in educational settings to understand that  50        0.975
   5  5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the i   5        0.858
  40  40. Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a  40        0.840
   3  3. Support staff in educational settings with assessment app   3        0.723
   6  6. Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with re   6        0.689
  33  33. Support staff in educational settings in involving paren  33        0.577
  16  16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on b  16        0.521
  15  15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise that   15        0.515
  34  34. Support staff in educational settings to have a realisti  34        0.492






  59  59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational  59        0.342
  42  42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate chi  42        0.290
  26  26. Provide more support to educational settings which are p  26        0.277
  27  27. Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when  27        0.251
  49  49. Act as a key contact person for staff in educational set  49        0.239
  39  39. Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to t  39        0.206
  22  22. Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For   22        0.061
  53  53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend   53        0.009
   8  8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the i   8       -0.009
  24  24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational s  24       -0.038
  12  12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resour  12       -0.062
   1  1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For   1       -0.091
  17  17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents bas  17       -0.116
  32  32. Work directly with SOME children and young people who AR  32       -0.150
  35  35. Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with  35       -0.221
  14  14. Support individuals to understand that improvements for   14       -0.261
  20  20. Identify attachment issues in children and young people   20       -0.341
  52  52. Support staff in educational settings with curriculum pl  52       -0.419
  36  36. Become involved in selecting children for nurture provis  36       -0.492
   9  9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture gr   9       -0.492




PQMethod2.11               EP Perceptions Role Supp Dev NPPs Ed Sett Imp Prac                                    PAGE   15
Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12

Normalized Factor Scores -- For Factor    2

 No.  Statement                                                   			 No.     Z-SCORES
 
  18  18. Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.                 18       -0.660
  13  13. Work directly with children and young people who are NOT  13       -0.726
  57  57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. Fo  57       -0.843
  60  60. Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in or  60       -0.845
  10  10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in A  10       -0.874
  19  19. Undertake assessments of children and young people to re  19       -1.030
  54  54. Support members of staff in educational settings to expl  54       -1.041
  28  28. Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example:   28       -1.057
   7  7. Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the inter   7       -1.100
  48  48. Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example  48       -1.138
  58  58. Become involved in securing funding for the implementati  58       -1.276
  23  23. Deliver nurture training providing you have connections   23       -1.353
  43  43. Support staff in educational settings to approach member  43       -1.394
  29  29. Become directly involved with ALL children and young peo  29       -1.765
  31  31. Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are deliveri  31       -1.800
  41  41. Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture gro  41       -2.046
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factors   1 and   2

 No.  Statement                                                    			No.     Type   1  Type   2  Difference
 
  20  20. Identify attachment issues in children and young people   20        1.274    -0.341       1.615		
  60  60. Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in or  60        0.597    -0.845       1.442
  19  19. Undertake assessments of children and young people to re  19        0.4 11    -1.030       1.441
  15  15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise that   15        1.861     0.515       1.346
  50  50. Support staff in educational settings to understand that  50        2.157     0.975       1.182
  14  14. Support individuals to understand that improvements for   14        0.881    -0.261       1.142
  16  16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on b  16        1.528     0.521       1.007
  34  34. Support staff in educational settings to have a realisti  34        1.432     0.492       0.940
  13  13. Work directly with children and young people who are NOT  13        0.101    -0.726       0.827
  27  27. Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when  27        1.009     0.251       0.758
  28  28. Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example:   28       -0.319    -1.057       0.738
  42  42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate chi  42        0.889     0.290       0.599
  54  54. Support members of staff in educational settings to expl  54       -0.459    -1.041       0.581
  40  40. Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a  40        1.412     0.840       0.572
  48  48. Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example  48       -0.634    -1.138       0.504
  25  25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing envir  25        1.604     1.154       0.450
  36  36. Become involved in selecting children for nurture provis  36       -0.050    -0.492       0.442
  26  26. Provide more support to educational settings which are p  26        0.702     0.277       0.424
  17  17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents bas  17        0.262    -0.116       0.378
  53  53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend   53        0.382     0.009       0.373
  32  32. Work directly with SOME children and young people who AR  32        0.173    -0.150       0.323






 6  6. Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with re   6        0.966     0.689       0.277
   2  2. Support staff in educational settings to implement interv   2        0.627     0.358       0.269
  35  35. Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with  35        0.008    -0.221       0.230
  52  52. Support staff in educational settings with curriculum pl  52       -0.202    -0.419       0.217
   1  1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For   1        0.109    -0.091       0.201
  47  47. Support staff in educational settings to continue to inc  47        1.652     1.510       0.142
  29  29. Become directly involved with ALL children and young peo  29       -1.632    -1.765       0.133
  23  23. Deliver nurture training providing you have connections   23       -1.237    -1.353       0.116
  31  31. Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are deliveri  31       -1.720    -1.800       0.080
   7  7. Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the inter   7       -1.088    -1.100       0.012
  44  44. Order nurture resources for educational settings that ar  44       -2.303    -2.262      -0.041
  24  24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational s  24       -0.102    -0.038      -0.064
  12  12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resour  12       -0.180    -0.062      -0.118
  43  43. Support staff in educational settings to approach member  43       -1.516    -1.394      -0.122
  22  22. Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For   22       -0.075     0.061      -0.136
  18  18. Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.                 18       -0.866    -0.660      -0.206
  33  33. Support staff in educational settings in involving paren  33        0.370     0.577      -0.207
  59  59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational  59        0.090     0.342      -0.252
  57  57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. Fo  57       -1.205    -0.843      -0.361
   3  3. Support staff in educational settings with assessment app   3        0.359     0.723      -0.364
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Descending Array of Differences Between Factors   1 and   2

 No.  Statement                                                    			No.     Type   1  Type   2  Difference
 
  10  10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in A  10       -1.281    -0.874      -0.407
  39  39. Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to t  39       -0.273     0.206      -0.479
  58  58. Become involved in securing funding for the implementati  58       -1.794    -1.276      -0.517
  56  56. Become involved in recruiting staff in educational setti  56       -1.106    -0.570      -0.536
   9  9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture gr   9       -1.115    -0.492      -0.623
  21  21. Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For e  21        0.414     1.211      -0.796
  30  30. Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing N  30        0.508     1.315      -0.807
  49  49. Act as a key contact person for staff in educational set  49       -0.574     0.239      -0.813
  55  55. Deliver nurture training to staff in educational setting  55        0.260     1.110      -0.850
  51  51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regar  51        0.175     1.179      -1.004
  38  38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for the im  38        0.343     1.428      -1.085
  46  46. Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educa  46        0.186     1.309      -1.123
  11  11. Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting   11        0.710     1.960      -1.251
  45  45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example:   45        0.100     1.620      -1.521
   5  5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the i   5       -0.765     0.858      -1.624
  37  37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: in  37       -0.528     1.133      -1.661
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Factor Q-Sort Values for Each Statement

                                                                            			 Factor Arrays

No.  Statement                                                    			No.        1      2
 
  1  1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For   1        0      0
  2  2. Support staff in educational settings to implement interv   2        2      1
  3  3. Support staff in educational settings with assessment app   3        1      2
  4  4. Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner t   4       -2      5
  5  5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the i   5       -3      3
  6  6. Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with re   6        3      2
  7  7. Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the inter   7       -3     -4
  8  8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the i   8       -2      0
  9  9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture gr   9       -3     -2
 10  10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in A  10       -4     -3
 11  11. Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting   11        3      6
 12  12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resour  12       -1      0
 13  13. Work directly with children and young people who are NOT  13        0     -2
 14  14. Support individuals to understand that improvements for   14        3     -1
 15  15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise that   15        6      2
 16  16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on b  16        5      2
 17  17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents bas  17        1     -1
 18  18. Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.                 18       -3     -2
 19  19. Undertake assessments of children and young people to re  19        2     -3
 20  20. Identify attachment issues in children and young people   20        4     -1
 21  21. Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For e  21        2      4





 23  23. Deliver nurture training providing you have connections   23       -4     -4
 24  24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational s  24       -1      0
 25  25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing envir  25        5      3
 26  26. Provide more support to educational settings which are p  26        3      1
 27  27. Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when  27        4      1
 28  28. Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example:   28       -1     -3
 29  29. Become directly involved with ALL children and young peo  29       -5     -5
 30  30. Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing N  30        2      4
 31  31. Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are deliveri  31       -5     -5
 32  32. Work directly with SOME children and young people who AR  32        0     -1
 33  33. Support staff in educational settings in involving paren  33        1      2
 34  34. Support staff in educational settings to have a realisti  34        4      1
 35  35. Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with  35        0     -1
 36  36. Become involved in selecting children for nurture provis  36        0     -2
 37  37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: in  37       -2      3
 38  38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for the im  38        1      5
 39  39. Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to t  39       -1      0
 40  40. Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a  40        4      2
 41  41. Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture gro  41       -5     -6
 42  42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate chi  42        3      1
 43  43. Support staff in educational settings to approach member  43       -4     -5
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                                                                             Factor Arrays

No.  Statement                                                    			No.        1      2
 
 45  45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example:   45        0      6
 46  46. Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educa  46        1      4
 47  47. Support staff in educational settings to continue to inc  47        5      5
 48  48. Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example  48       -2     -4
 49  49. Act as a key contact person for staff in educational set  49       -2      0
 50  50. Support staff in educational settings to understand that  50        6      3
 51  51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regar  51        0      4
 52  52. Support staff in educational settings with curriculum pl  52       -1     -1
 53  53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend   53        2      0
 54  54. Support members of staff in educational settings to expl  54       -2     -3
 55  55. Deliver nurture training to staff in educational setting  55        1      3
 56  56. Become involved in recruiting staff in educational setti  56       -3     -2
 57  57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. Fo  57       -4     -2
 58  58. Become involved in securing funding for the implementati  58       -6     -4
 59  59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational  59        0      1
 60  60. Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in or  60        2     -3
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Factor Q-Sort Values for Statements sorted by Consensus vs. Disagreement (Variance across normalized Factor Scores)

                                                                            			 Factor Arrays

No.  Statement                                                    			No.        1      2
 
  7  7. Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the inter   7       -3     -4
 44  44. Order nurture resources for educational settings that ar  44       -6     -6
 24  24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational s  24       -1      0
 31  31. Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are deliveri  31       -5     -5
 23  23. Deliver nurture training providing you have connections   23       -4     -4
 12  12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resour  12       -1      0
 43  43. Support staff in educational settings to approach member  43       -4     -5
 29  29. Become directly involved with ALL children and young peo  29       -5     -5
 22  22. Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For   22       -1      0
 47  47. Support staff in educational settings to continue to inc  47        5      5
  1  1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For   1        0      0
 18  18. Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.                 18       -3     -2
 33  33. Support staff in educational settings in involving paren  33        1      2
 52  52. Support staff in educational settings with curriculum pl  52       -1     -1
 35  35. Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with  35        0     -1
 59  59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational  59        0      1
  2  2. Support staff in educational settings to implement interv   2        2      1
  6  6. Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with re   6        3      2
 41  41. Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture gro  41       -5     -6
 32  32. Work directly with SOME children and young people who AR  32        0     -1
 57  57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. Fo  57       -4     -2






53  53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend   53        2      0
 17  17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents bas  17        1     -1
  8  8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the i   8       -2      0
 10  10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in A  10       -4     -3
 26  26. Provide more support to educational settings which are p  26        3      1
 36  36. Become involved in selecting children for nurture provis  36        0     -2
 25  25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing envir  25        5      3
 39  39. Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to t  39       -1      0
 48  48. Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example  48       -2     -4
 58  58. Become involved in securing funding for the implementati  58       -6     -4
 56  56. Become involved in recruiting staff in educational setti  56       -3     -2
 40  40. Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a  40        4      2
 54  54. Support members of staff in educational settings to expl  54       -2     -3
 42  42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate chi  42        3      1
  9  9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture gr   9       -3     -2
 28  28. Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example:   28       -1     -3
 27  27. Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when  27        4      1
 21  21. Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For e  21        2      4
 30  30. Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing N  30        2      4
 49  49. Act as a key contact person for staff in educational set  49       -2      0
 13  13. Work directly with children and young people who are NOT  13        0     -2
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                                                                             Factor Arrays

No.  Statement                                                    			No.        1      2
 
 34  34. Support staff in educational settings to have a realisti  34        4      1
 51  51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regar  51        0      4
 16  16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on b  16        5      2
 38  38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for the im  38        1      5
 46  46. Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educa  46        1      4
 14  14. Support individuals to understand that improvements for   14        3     -1
 50  50. Support staff in educational settings to understand that  50        6      3
 11  11. Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting   11        3      6
 15  15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise that   15        6      2
 19  19. Undertake assessments of children and young people to re  19        2     -3
 60  60. Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in or  60        2     -3
 45  45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example:   45        0      6
 20  20. Identify attachment issues in children and young people   20        4     -1
  5  5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the i   5       -3      3
 37  37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: in  37       -2      3














                                     		Factors

                                       		1        2

No. of Defining Variables             23       15

Average Rel. Coef.                   0.800    0.800

Composite Reliability                0.989    0.984








Standard Errors for Differences in Normalized Factor Scores

(Diagonal Entries Are S.E. Within Factors)

            Factors         1        2

                1         0.147    0.165
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Distinguishing Statements for Factor  1

 (P < .05 ;  Asterisk (*) Indicates Significance at P < .01)

Both the Factor Q-Sort Value and the Normalized Score are Shown.

                                                                       					 Factors

                                                                              				1           2
 No. Statement                                                   			No.    RNK SCORE   RNK SCORE  

  50 50. Support staff in educational settings to understand that 50      6  2.16*    3  0.97 		
  15 15. Support staff in educational settings to recognise that  15      6  1.86*    2  0.51 
  25 25. Support educational settings in creating nurturing envir 25      5  1.60*    3  1.15 
  16 16. Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on b 16      5  1.53*    2  0.52 
  34 34. Support staff in educational settings to have a realisti 34      4  1.43*    1  0.49 
  40 40. Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a 40      4  1.41*    2  0.84 
  20 20. Identify attachment issues in children and young people  20      4  1.27*   -1 -0.34 
  27 27. Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when 27      4  1.01*    1  0.25 
  42 42. Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate chi 42      3  0.89*    1  0.29 
  14 14. Support individuals to understand that improvements for  14      3  0.88*   -1 -0.26 
  11 11. Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting  11      3  0.71*    6  1.96 
  26 26. Provide more support to educational settings which are p 26      3  0.70     1  0.28 
  60 60. Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in or 60      2  0.60*   -3 -0.84 
  30 30. Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing N 30      2  0.51*    4  1.31 
  21 21. Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For e 21      2  0.41*    4  1.21 






53 53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend  53      2  0.38     0  0.01 
   3 3. Support staff in educational settings with assessment app  3      1  0.36     2  0.72 
  38 38. Support staff in educational settings to plan for the im 38      1  0.34*    5  1.43 
  17 17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents bas 17      1  0.26    -1 -0.12 
  55 55. Deliver nurture training to staff in educational setting 55      1  0.26*    3  1.11 
  46 46. Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educa 46      1  0.19*    4  1.31 
  51 51. Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regar 51      0  0.17*    4  1.18 
  13 13. Work directly with children and young people who are NOT 13      0  0.10*   -2 -0.73 
  45 45. Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example:  45      0  0.10*    6  1.62 
  36 36. Become involved in selecting children for nurture provis 36      0 -0.05*   -2 -0.49 
  39 39. Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to t 39     -1 -0.27*    0  0.21 
  28 28. Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example:  28     -1 -0.32*   -3 -1.06 
   4 4. Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner t  4     -2 -0.38*    5  1.32 
   8 8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the i  8     -2 -0.40     0 -0.01 
  54 54. Support members of staff in educational settings to expl 54     -2 -0.46*   -3 -1.04 
  37 37. Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: in 37     -2 -0.53*    3  1.13 
  49 49. Act as a key contact person for staff in educational set 49     -2 -0.57*    0  0.24 
  48 48. Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example 48     -2 -0.63*   -4 -1.14 
   5 5. Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the i  5     -3 -0.77*    3  0.86 
  56 56. Become involved in recruiting staff in educational setti 56     -3 -1.11*   -2 -0.57 
   9 9. Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture gr  9     -3 -1.12*   -2 -0.49 
  57 57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. Fo 57     -4 -1.20    -2 -0.84 
  10 10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in A 10     -4 -1.28    -3 -0.87 




PQMethod2.11               EP Perceptions Role Supp Dev NPPs Ed Sett Imp Prac                                    PAGE   23
Path and Project Name: C:\pqmethod\spthesis/spthesis                                                             Jan 06 12

Consensus Statements  --  Those That Do Not Distinguish Between ANY Pair of Factors.





                                                                              				   1                  2
 No.  Statement                                                   			No.    RNK SCORE   RNK SCORE  

   1* 1. Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For  1      0  0.11     0 -0.09  
   2* 2. Support staff in educational settings to implement interv  2      2  0.63     1  0.36  
   3  3. Support staff in educational settings with assessment app  3      1  0.36     2  0.72  
   6* 6. Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with re  6      3  0.97     2  0.69  
   7* 7. Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the inter  7     -3 -1.09    -4 -1.10  
   8  8. Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the i  8     -2 -0.40     0 -0.01  
  10  10. Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in A 10     -4 -1.28    -3 -0.87  
  12* 12. Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resour 12     -1 -0.18     0 -0.06  
  17  17. Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents bas 17      1  0.26    -1 -0.12  
  18* 18. Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.                18     -3 -0.87    -2 -0.66  
  22* 22. Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For  22     -1 -0.07     0  0.06  
  23* 23. Deliver nurture training providing you have connections  23     -4 -1.24    -4 -1.35  
  24* 24. Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational s 24     -1 -0.10     0 -0.04  
  26  26. Provide more support to educational settings which are p 26      3  0.70     1  0.28  
  29* 29. Become directly involved with ALL children and young peo 29     -5 -1.63    -5 -1.76  
  31* 31. Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are deliveri 31     -5 -1.72    -5 -1.80  






 33* 33. Support staff in educational settings in involving paren 33      1  0.37     2  0.58  
  35* 35. Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with 35      0  0.01    -1 -0.22  
  41* 41. Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture gro 41     -5 -1.75    -6 -2.05  
  43* 43. Support staff in educational settings to approach member 43     -4 -1.52    -5 -1.39  
  44* 44. Order nurture resources for educational settings that ar 44     -6 -2.30    -6 -2.26  
  47* 47. Support staff in educational settings to continue to inc 47      5  1.65     5  1.51  
  52* 52. Support staff in educational settings with curriculum pl 52     -1 -0.20    -1 -0.42  
  53  53. Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend  53      2  0.38     0  0.01  
  57  57. Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. Fo 57     -4 -1.20    -2 -0.84  
  59* 59. Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational 59      0  0.09     1  0.34  










7.15) Appendix 15: Factor Arrays: Factor 1; Factor 2


          Least Valuable													 	Most Valuable
-6	-5	-4	-3	-2	-1	0	1	2	3	4	5	6
44 41	29 29	10 7	5 10	4 9	12 14	1 1	3 2	2 3	6 5	20 21	16 4	15 11
58 44	31 31	23 23	7 19	8 13	22 17	13 8	17 26	19 6	11 25	27 30	25 38	50 45
	41 43	43 48	9 28	37 18	24 20	32 12	33 27	21 15	14 37	34 46	47 47	
		57 58	18 54	48 36	28 32	35 22	38 34	30 16	26 50	40 51		
			56 60	49 56	39 35	36 24	46 42	53 33	42 55			




























	15 (+6): Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.
	50 (+6): Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).


Items Sorted Higher by Factor 1 than by Factor 2 (minus similarly sorted statements by factors 1 and 2):

	16 (+5): Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.
	25 (+5): Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.  
	20 (+4): Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.
	27 (+4): Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when working directly with children and young people; by incorporating recommendations which promote NPPs in reports and Psychological Advices.
	34 (+4): Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.
	40 (+4): Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs. For example, issues such as: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma.
	14 (+3): Support individuals to understand that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident. For example: indicate when changes are likely to occur; support staff in educational settings to recognise small step changes.
	42 (+3): Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.
	19 (+2): Undertake assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs. For example: observe pupils and feed back to staff; complete Boxall Profiles; complete Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires.    
	60 (+2): Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in order to support and develop NPPs.
	13 (0): Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.
	36 (0): Become involved in selecting children for nurture provision. For example: by observing children and young people; by attending nurture panel meetings; by selecting an appropriate mix of pupils for nurture groups or interventions that support NPPs.
	28 (-1): Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.
	48 (-2): Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs.
	54 (-2): Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.


Items Sorted Lower by Factor 1 than by Factor 2 (minus similarly sorted statements by factors 1 and 2):

	11 (+3): Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs. For example: through delivering whole-setting nurture training; through encouraging staff to develop a universal language consistent with NPPs; through supporting staff to develop a staff induction programme with regard to NPPs.
	21 (+2): Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.  
	30 (+2): Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff
	38 (+1): Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.  
	46 (+1): Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educational settings. For example: by consulting with staff; by providing advice at different stages.  
	55 (+1): Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.
	45 (0): Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.
	51 (0): Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.
	39 (-1): Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.
	4 (-2): Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.
	37 (-2): Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.
	49 (-2): Act as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs. For example, for those who are setting up nurture groups or 'nurturing settings'.
	5 (-3): Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.
	9 (-3): Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).
	56 (-3): Become involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of delivering nurture provision. For example: by highlighting desirable personality traits; by sitting on interview panels.
	58 (-6): Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.
	44 (-6) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Order nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs.

Similarly Sorted Statements by Factors 1 and 2

	47 (+5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.
	47 (+5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.
	6 (+3): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	26 (+3): Provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others. For example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out).
	2 (+2): Support staff in educational settings to implement interventions that promote NPPs. For example: the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme; Circle Time; Circle of Friends.
	  53 (+2): Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.
	33 (+1): Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.  
	3 (+1): Support staff in educational settings with assessment approaches to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs. For example: with baseline and follow-up Boxall Profile measures; with Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire measures.
	17 (+1): Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.
	1 (0) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
	32 (0): Work directly with SOME children and young people who ARE IN RECEIPT of nurture provision. For example: undertaking additional assessments; providing additional interventions.  
	35 (0): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	1 (0) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
	59 (0): Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences.
	52 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
	12 (-1): Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.
	22 (-1): Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.
	24 (-1): Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.
	52 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
	8 (-2): Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors.  
	7 (-3): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	18 (-3): Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.
	23 (-4) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.
	43 (-4): Support staff in educational settings to approach members of the community for support with the implementation of NPPs. For example: with regard to places children and young people could visit as part of a nurturing curriculum, such as the local library; with regard to resources.  
	23 (-4) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.
	10 (-4): Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.
	57 (-4): Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. For example: by consulting with managers with regard to which space should be used in the setting, paint colours and furniture; viewing rooms for their suitability.
	29 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   
	31 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.
	41 (-5): Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.
	29 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   
	31 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.

Other Items of Possible Importance:
As this was a two factor solution, sorts were either marked as ‘higher’ or ‘lower’ and not ‘in between’ to result in other items of possible importance- all the items had been accounted for. 



































	11 (+6): Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs. For example: through delivering whole-setting nurture training; through encouraging staff to develop a universal language consistent with NPPs; through supporting staff to develop a staff induction programme with regard to NPPs.
	45 (+6): Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.


Items Sorted Higher by Factor 2 than by Factor 1 (minus similarly sorted statements by factors 2 and 1):

	4 (+5): Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.
	38 (+5): Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.  
	21 (+4): Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.  
	30 (+4): Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff.
	46 (+4): Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educational settings. For example: by consulting with staff; by providing advice at different stages.  
	51 (+4): Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.
	5 (+3): Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.
	37 (+3): Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.
	55 (+3): Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.
	39 (0): Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.
	49 (0): Act as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs. For example, for those who are setting up nurture groups or 'nurturing settings'.
	9 (-2): Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).
	56 (-2): Become involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of delivering nurture provision. For example: by highlighting desirable personality traits; by sitting on interview panels.
	58 (-4): Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.


Items Sorted Lower by Factor 2 than by Factor 1 (minus similarly sorted statements by factors 2 and 1):

	25 (+3): Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.  
	50 (+3): Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).
	15 (+2): Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.
	16 (+2): Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.
	40 (+2): Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs. For example, issues such as: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma.
	27 (+1): Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when working directly with children and young people; by incorporating recommendations which promote NPPs in reports and Psychological Advices.
	34 (+1): Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.
	42 (+1): Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.
	14 (-1): Support individuals to understand that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident. For example: indicate when changes are likely to occur; support staff in educational settings to recognise small step changes.
	20 (-1): Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.
	13 (-2): Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.
	36 (-2): Become involved in selecting children for nurture provision. For example: by observing children and young people; by attending nurture panel meetings; by selecting an appropriate mix of pupils for nurture groups or interventions that support NPPs.
	19 (-3): Undertake assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs. For example: observe pupils and feed back to staff; complete Boxall Profiles; complete Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires.    
	28 (-3): Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.
	54 (-3): Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.
	60 (-3): Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in order to support and develop NPPs.




	41 (-6): Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.





Similarly Sorted Statements by Factors 2 and 1

	47 (+5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them. 
	47 (+5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.
	 3 (+2): Support staff in educational settings with assessment approaches to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs. For example: with baseline and follow-up Boxall Profile measures; with Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire measures.
	33 (+2): Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.  
	6 (+2): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	59 (+1): Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences. 
	2 (+1): Support staff in educational settings to implement interventions that promote NPPs. For example: the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme; Circle Time; Circle of Friends.  
	26 (+1): Provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others. For example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out).
	1 (0) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
	53 (0): Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.
	8 (0): Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors. 
	12 (0): Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.
	22 (0): Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.
	24 (0): Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training. 
	1 (0) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
	17 (-1): Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.
	52 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
	 32 (-1): Work directly with SOME children and young people who ARE IN RECEIPT of nurture provision. For example: undertaking additional assessments; providing additional interventions.  
	35 (-1): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	52 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
	57 (-2): Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. For example: by consulting with managers with regard to which space should be used in the setting, paint colours and furniture; viewing rooms for their suitability.
	18 (-2): Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.
	10 (-3): Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.
	23 (-4) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course. 
	7 (-4): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	23 (-4) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.
	29 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   
	31 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.
	29 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   
	31 (-5) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.
	43 (-5): Support staff in educational settings to approach members of the community for support with the implementation of NPPs. For example: with regard to places children and young people could visit as part of a nurturing curriculum, such as the local library; with regard to resources.  


Other Items of Possible Importance:


























































	50 (+6): Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).
	47 (+6): Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.

Items Sorted Higher by Factor 1 than by Other Factors (minus similarly sorted statements):

	15 (+5): Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.
	16 (+5): Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.
	25 (+5): Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.  
	2 (+4): Support staff in educational settings to implement interventions that promote NPPs. For example: the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme; Circle Time; Circle of Friends.  
	20 (+4): Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.
	34 (+4): Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.
	21 (+3): Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.  
	27 (+3): Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when working directly with children and young people; by incorporating recommendations which promote NPPs in reports and Psychological Advices.
	3 (+2): Support staff in educational settings with assessment approaches to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs. For example: with baseline and follow-up Boxall Profile measures; with Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire measures.
	14 (+2): Support individuals to understand that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident. For example: indicate when changes are likely to occur; support staff in educational settings to recognise small step changes.
	59 (+2): Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences.
	19 (+1): Undertake assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs. For example: observe pupils and feed back to staff; complete Boxall Profiles; complete Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires.    
	24 (+1): Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.
	13 (0): Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.
	39 (0): Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.
	18 (-2): Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.
	48 (-2): Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs.
	23 (-3): Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.
	54 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.


Items Sorted Lower by Factor 1 than by Other Factors (minus similarly sorted statements):


	45 (+2): Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.
	30 (+1): Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff.
	33 (0): Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.  
	38 (0): Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.  
	46 (-1): Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educational settings. For example: by consulting with staff; by providing advice at different stages.  
	55 (-1): Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.
	8 (-2): Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors.  
	51 (-2): Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.
	52 (-3): Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
	10 (-4): Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.
	56 (-4): Become involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of delivering nurture provision. For example: by highlighting desirable personality traits; by sitting on interview panels.
	57 (-4): Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. For example: by consulting with managers with regard to which space should be used in the setting, paint colours and furniture; viewing rooms for their suitability.
	31 (-5): Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.
	43 (-5): Support staff in educational settings to approach members of the community for support with the implementation of NPPs. For example: with regard to places children and young people could visit as part of a nurturing curriculum, such as the local library; with regard to resources.  




	44 (-6): Order nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs.  
	41 (-6): Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.

Similarly Sorted Statements by all Factors:

	40 (+4): Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs. For example, issues such as: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma.
	26 (+3): Provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others. For example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out).
	42 (+3): Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.
	6 (+2) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	17 (+2): Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.
	6 (+2) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	32 (+1): Work directly with SOME children and young people who ARE IN RECEIPT of nurture provision. For example: undertaking additional assessments; providing additional interventions.  
	12 (0): Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.
	53 (0): Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.
	1 (0): Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
	35 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	36 (-1): Become involved in selecting children for nurture provision. For example: by observing children and young people; by attending nurture panel meetings; by selecting an appropriate mix of pupils for nurture groups or interventions that support NPPs.
	22 (-1): Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.
	35 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	28 (-2): Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.
	7 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	7 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	9 (-3): Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).
	29 (-4): Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   

Other Items of Possible Importance:

	11 (+3): Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs. For example: through delivering whole-setting nurture training; through encouraging staff to develop a universal language consistent with NPPs; through supporting staff to develop a staff induction programme with regard to NPPs.
	37 (+1): Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.
	60 (+1): Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in order to support and develop NPPs.
	4 (0): Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.
	49 (-1): Act as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs. For example, for those who are setting up nurture groups or 'nurturing settings'.
























































Items Sorted Higher by Factor 2 than by Other Factors:

	11 (+6): Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs. For example: through delivering whole-setting nurture training; through encouraging staff to develop a universal language consistent with NPPs; through supporting staff to develop a staff induction programme with regard to NPPs.
	45 (+6): Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.
	38 (+5): Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.  
	51 (+5): Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.
	4 (+4): Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.
	30 (+4): Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff.
	 46 (+4): Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educational settings. For example: by consulting with staff; by providing advice at different stages.  
	55 (+4): Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.
	5 (+3): Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.
	21 (+3): Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.  
	37 (+3): Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.
	39 (+1): Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.
	49 (+1): Act as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs. For example, for those who are setting up nurture groups or 'nurturing settings'.
	8 (0): Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors.  
	56 (-1): Become involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of delivering nurture provision. For example: by highlighting desirable personality traits; by sitting on interview panels.
	9 (-2): Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).
	58 (-4): Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.

Items Sorted Lower by Factor 2 than by Other Factors:

	50 (+3): Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).
	15 (+2): Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.
	16 (+2): Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.
	40 (+2): Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs. For example, issues such as: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma.
	26 (+1): Provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others. For example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out).
	34 (+1): Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.
	42 (+1): Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.
	2 (0): Support staff in educational settings to implement interventions that promote NPPs. For example: the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme; Circle Time; Circle of Friends.  
	27 (0): Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when working directly with children and young people; by incorporating recommendations which promote NPPs in reports and Psychological Advices.
	14 (-1): Support individuals to understand that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident. For example: indicate when changes are likely to occur; support staff in educational settings to recognise small step changes.
	17 (-1): Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.
	52 (-1): Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
	13 (-2): Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.
	20 (-2): Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.
	28 (-3): Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.
	60 (-3): Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in order to support and develop NPPs.
	19 (-4): Undertake assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs. For example: observe pupils and feed back to staff; complete Boxall Profiles; complete Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires.    
	48 (-4): Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs.




Similarly Sorted by Factors 2 and/or 3:

	47 (+5): Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.
	25 (+3): Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.  
	3 (+2): Support staff in educational settings with assessment approaches to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs. For example: with baseline and follow-up Boxall Profile measures; with Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire measures.
	6 (+2) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	33 (+2): Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.  
	6 (+2) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	59 (+1): Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences.
	12 (0): Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.
	32 (0): Work directly with SOME children and young people who ARE IN RECEIPT of nurture provision. For example: undertaking additional assessments; providing additional interventions.  
	53 (0): Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.
	22 (0): Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.
	24 (0): Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.
	35 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	1 (-1): Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
	35 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	18 (-2): Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.
	57 (-2): Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. For example: by consulting with managers with regard to which space should be used in the setting, paint colours and furniture; viewing rooms for their suitability.
	36 (-2): Become involved in selecting children for nurture provision. For example: by observing children and young people; by attending nurture panel meetings; by selecting an appropriate mix of pupils for nurture groups or interventions that support NPPs.
	7 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	54 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.
	7 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	54 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.
	29 (-5): Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   
	31 (-5): Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.
	41 (-6): Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.

Other Items of Possible Importance:

	10 (-3): Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.
	23 (-5): Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.
	44 (-6): Order nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs.  



















































Items Sorted Higher by Factor 3 than by Other Factors:

	31 (-2): Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.
	44 (-5): Order nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs.  
	52 (+4): Support staff in educational settings with curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: by emphasising the need to balance learning of a formal curriculum and personal and social development; by supporting staff in feeling legitimately able to provide play opportunities.
	60 (+2): Undertake therapeutic work in educational settings in order to support and develop NPPs.
	10 (-2): Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.
	34 (+6): Support staff in educational settings to have a realistic understanding of child development.
	50 (+6): Support staff in educational settings to understand that the whole context in which children and young people operate can affect behaviour (therefore, encouraging rejection of a 'within child' model of behaviour).
	13 (0): Work directly with children and young people who are NOT IN RECEIPT of any nurture provision within the educational setting, but who would benefit from the implementation of NPPs.
	14 (+2): Support individuals to understand that improvements for children and young people, following the implementation of NPPs, may take time to become evident. For example: indicate when changes are likely to occur; support staff in educational settings to recognise small step changes.
	15 (+5): Support staff in educational settings to recognise that emotional literacy skills are as important as academic skills. For example, by making staff aware that children and young people need to be emotionally healthy in order to access learning opportunities.
	26 (+3): Provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others. For example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out).
	28 (-2): Develop a collection of nurture resources. For example: to share with relevant adults to support the implementation of NPPs; to use directly with children and young people.
	40 (+5): Deliver training to staff in educational settings with a focus on issues that relate to NPPs. For example, issues such as: attachment; emotional literacy; resilience; behaviour management; learning through play; trauma.
	42 (+3): Support staff in educational settings to reintegrate children and young people from nurture groups into their mainstream classes. For example: by liaising with the members of staff involved; by reviewing pupils for reintegration.
	43 (-2): Support staff in educational settings to approach members of the community for support with the implementation of NPPs. For example: with regard to places children and young people could visit as part of a nurturing curriculum, such as the local library; with regard to resources.  
	46 (+4): Become involved in the set-up of nurture groups in educational settings. For example: by consulting with staff; by providing advice at different stages.  
	48 (0): Defend NPPs against the criticism of others. For example, multi-agency professionals who may possess misconceptions about NPPs.
	2 (+1): Support staff in educational settings to implement interventions that promote NPPs. For example: the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme; Circle Time; Circle of Friends.  
	16 (+3): Undertake work in educational settings with a focus on behaviour. For example: support staff to reflect on the rationale of observed behaviour; reframe the views of staff with regard to behaviour, perhaps through training.
	17 (0): Offer support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs. For example, through nurture training.
	51 (+4): Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.
	55 (+3): Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.
	54 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.

Items Sorted Lower by Factor 3 than by Other Factors:

	4 (-2): Present nurture data in an appropriate and clear manner to others. For example: to local authority staff; to senior management teams; to parents.
	11 (+1): Support educational settings to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs. For example: through delivering whole-setting nurture training; through encouraging staff to develop a universal language consistent with NPPs; through supporting staff to develop a staff induction programme with regard to NPPs.
	18 (-4): Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.
	21 (-1): Adopt evidence-based practice with regard to NPPs. For example: keep up to date with current nurture research; disseminate information with regard to NPPs to relevant individuals; formulate recommendations and strategies that promote NPPs.  
	24 (-1): Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.
	37 (-4): Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.
	39 (-3): Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.
	45 (0): Work at a strategic level to promote NPPs. For example: by sitting on a nurture strategic management panel; by developing a nurture strategy for the local authority; by advising the government on the implementation of NPPs; by liaising with colleagues with the same remit in other areas of the country/world.
	49 (-4): Act as a key contact person for staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs. For example, for those who are setting up nurture groups or 'nurturing settings'.
	54 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Support members of staff in educational settings to explain to children and young people why they are receiving nurture provision.
	59 (-1): Be at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings. For example: as part of your everyday EP role when appropriate; in planning meetings when making settings aware of the potential contributions of EPs; through becoming involved in events that promote NPPs, such as nurture conferences.
	23 (-6): Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.

Similarly Sorted by Factors 2 and/or 3:

	1 (+1): Run parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs. For example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme; 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups.
	6 (+2) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	7 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	8 (0): Liaise with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs. For example: governors; local authority staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors.  
	22 (+1): Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.
	33 (+2): Support staff in educational settings in involving parents/guardians in nurture provision. For example: in explaining NPPs to parents; in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs; in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs.  
	35 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	36 (-1): Become involved in selecting children for nurture provision. For example: by observing children and young people; by attending nurture panel meetings; by selecting an appropriate mix of pupils for nurture groups or interventions that support NPPs.
	41 (-5): Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.
	53 (+1): Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.
	57 (-2): Become involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms. For example: by consulting with managers with regard to which space should be used in the setting, paint colours and furniture; viewing rooms for their suitability.
	3 (0): Support staff in educational settings with assessment approaches to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs. For example: with baseline and follow-up Boxall Profile measures; with Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire measures.
	5 (-3): Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.
	6 (+2) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Devote more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs. For example, by providing more support within Early Years settings.
	7 (-3) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Form links with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups).
	9 (-4): Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).
	12 (-1): Signpost staff in educational settings to nurture resources. For example, to books and other services they may find useful.
	29 (-5): Become directly involved with ALL children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision. For example: by assessing all individuals in receipt of nurture provision; by referring all individuals to the Educational Psychology Service.   
	32 (0): Work directly with SOME children and young people who ARE IN RECEIPT of nurture provision. For example: undertaking additional assessments; providing additional interventions.  
	35 (-1) (CONSENSUS ITEM): Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.
	47 (+5): Support staff in educational settings to continue to include children and young people who are at risk of exclusion. For example, to keep them in school, rather than excluding them.
	58 (-6): Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.
	25 (+4): Support educational settings in creating nurturing environments where children and young people feel safe, secure and supported. For example, by suggesting strategies such as: the use of feelings/emotions boards; visual timetables; worry boxes; and ensuring nurturing environments are not over-stimulating.  
	27 (+2): Implement NPPs in individual casework. For example: when working directly with children and young people; by incorporating recommendations which promote NPPs in reports and Psychological Advices.

Other Items of Possible Importance:

	19 (0): Undertake assessments of children and young people to refine understanding of their needs with regard to NPPs. For example: observe pupils and feed back to staff; complete Boxall Profiles; complete Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires.    
	20 (+1): Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.
	30 (+2): Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff.
	38 (+3): Support staff in educational settings to plan for the implementation of NPPs. For example: through consulting with senior management teams; through looking at policies; through identifying areas to focus on, depending on need; through supporting settings in deciding whether to set up a nurture group or to become a 'nurturing setting'.  








7.17) Appendix 17  

7.17)1. Appendix 17a: Responses to Feedback Questions following the Q-sort Activity for Participants Loading on Factor 1
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????????????	2	(1)2211251	Very easy to understand the procedure. Some similarly worded statements which needed reading twice to clarify.	That EP role to educate and help set up interventions which school then manage	Just had 3 piles: 1) Definitely in positive numbers; 2) Definitely in negative numbers; 3) Some value. I then worked from ‘+5’ down to ‘-5’ with the first pile, putting the most valuable at right. So zero was the least valuable of the first pile.	Child evaluations (verbal) rather than measured (quantitative) outcomes.	No comment provided.	I didn’t know whether respected training was offered on NGs other than through the network. I think it is important for trainers to be trained but I am not sure of what training is available so found it hard to answer Q.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
???????????	4	(2)4223252	Interesting!	Considered what I personally feel is important, particularly thinking about how we as EPs can have the biggest/widest impact for all children. Need to increase NPP within all schools and to start doing this, we need to win ‘hearts and minds’ of all staff, within all schools, at all levels and move away from a focus on academic focus of education. 	Worked backwards from most to least important.	No	No	No	Highlighted column ‘-3’
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????????? ????	14	(9)14227252	Interesting to question own views and practices. I think a lot of my sorting was related to my perception of the EP role rather than of the importance of nurture groups, i.e. that we should be more strategic and consultative than involved in operational tasks.	I thought of ‘most valuable’ as what I would prioritise being involved in and what I thought to be key to our role. I thought of less valuable as lower priority tasks and tasks that schools/other agencies should do independently.	I sorted statements as ‘0’ if they were less valuable than ‘1’ and more valuable than ‘-1’. I viewed it more as a likert scale rather than ‘0’ representing a neutral position. 	I don’t think so. I thought an important role could be supervision for the emotional needs of staff but think you alluded to this in statement 30 so would not need to add anything. 	Not really. I think that anything I thought we shouldn’t prioritise being involved with I sorted as least valuable. 	No. I thought they were very clear- well explained, good use of examples to clarify meaning, e.g. statement 1 and 2. 	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
???????????	15	(10)15225252	Useful in terms of helping me to reflect on my own practice and thought-provoking with regard to the differences between EP roles across the UK. Instructions were very clear and I was able to complete the exercise without difficulty. 	I found it very difficult to compartmentalise my thoughts in terms of which statements I thought were most important generally and which would be more valuable within the context of my current EPS and Local Authority. My Q-sort combined both ways of thinking. My Q-sort seems to be reflective of my training and my professional experience within one EPS, within which my role has been to implement bottom- up approaches/’the building block stage’, i.e., reframing perceptions and beliefs re the functionality and the communicative properties of the behaviour of children and young people. E.g., 16, 50, 27, 20, 15	‘0’ does not represent ‘neither important nor unimportant’. Some of the statements in this position were located here because they seem less practical to implement in the current political and financial climate (in my opinion). EPs may be so stretched that other nurture-based work may take precedence and may therefore take on a greater importance (based on the constraints placed upon EPs).	No	No	10- Although this would be ‘an ideal’, it may prove to be too much to take on and detract from other aspects of work. 30- It would be important to achieve a balance between building capacity within settings to adhere to and implement NPPs independently and providing ‘expert support’ (offering input as a professional who is external to their school system). Some settings may become v. reliant. 	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????-????? ???????	18	(12)18227252	Quite straight forward and helpful in assisting me to refine my thoughts- quite frustrating when I changed my mind and had to re-order a lot of cards. 	What was of most importance to my personal beliefs and understanding of my job- essential elements on the right.	Things that are more negotiable/open to interpretation and context specific.	No	References to fund-raising.	Some of the questions about interventions/assessments for individuals deserved more attention/consideration as I work in a primarily consultation-based service- this was therefore hypothetical.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????? ??????????	19	(13)19124252	I have used these before- it was pretty straightforward, accessible and clear. 	Took a pragmatic approach based on my own knowledge, desire to progress and develop professionally and insight into how schools work in practice. Tried not to be too idealistic, but consider what is possible for me as a new EP.	Did this last- started at ‘-6’ and ‘+6’ and worked towards the middle (generally). ‘0’ does not necessarily mean ‘neutral’ or ‘no view’ for me.	Not really, it seemed v. comprehensive and detailed.	No, all seemed relevant.	The italics/bracketed examples were v. helpful in clarifying decisions. A very good Q-sort :O)	Between ‘-3’ and ‘-2’
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????????	22	(15)22225252	An enjoyable and thought provoking activity! Had  to ‘time chunk’ completion as I could have fiddled with the order based on different criteria all day. 	Focus was on EP role as in job description. Therefore, most valuable activities are those that have the underpinnings of understanding behaviour and emotional literacy. With a role within the EP service as a specialism- some statements were difficult to sort- see 6.	Worked from the two extreme ends- and so ‘0’ seemed the best fit- at first- I managed to sort the cards first and had nothing in ‘-4’, ‘-3’, ‘-2’ and so had to shift everything over.  	No comment provided	No comment provided	1, 22, 18, 49, 37: particularly with specialism- would have rated more highly- but criteria I used to sort were for a generic EP.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
???? ????	27	(17)272271t2	The potential to change cards forever may be an issue. Raised interesting points of reflection in terms of local issues and what is important within context etc. Difficult to decide priorities as many of the issues important. 	Started with systemic- practical sense of developing NG, but supporting child, staff, families became more important, although I am aware that this won’t happen if systemically NGs aren’t a priority for the L.A. and schools. However, they are here, so supporting staff etc is now key in this authority. 	No comment provided	Explaining NG to parents and getting consent etc. NG theory is based on attachment and therefore can be a sensitive issue. Dealing with groups that school staff call nurture but are not. 	The questions around the Nurture Group Network, but this is a local issue in that we are now working with the North West group. 	My difficulty was pragmatic versus ideology, e.g. moving away from ‘within child’ etc would be an ideal. However, practically convincing LAs, SLT in schools around nurture is important- particularly financial issues. In an ideal world money would not be an issue.  	Between ‘-5’ and ‘-4’
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????? ???????? 	29	(19)29222252	Difficult at first as I wanted to put everything towards the more valuable end.	What I would find most valuable/important first (‘+5’ and ‘+6’) and then the opposite extreme (‘-6’, ‘-5’) and then I began to sort the ‘+3’ & ‘+4’ and then ‘-3’, ‘-4’ end.	I found them slightly more valuable than ‘-1’ but less valuable than ‘+1’.	No	Maybe 48- see question 6	No. 48- I felt this was a naturally occurring event that we would have to do anyway if put in that situation- the other items I felt were more pro-active things that we would have to actively take up. 	None
?????? ??????????	31	(20)31227122	Interesting and thought-provoking. Quite difficult to do as some of the cards had similar phrases.	My viewpoints and values, importance of involving parents and preventative work and educating settings about NPPs.	Perhaps more statements I was more neutral about.	No	No	When phrased in similar ways, e.g., ‘involvement’ and ‘plan, do review’.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????? ?????	33	(22)33245252	A little bit too much information to read/process and I think time constraints meant I didn’t spend as long on it as I would have liked- i.e. I don’t think it is as accurate as I would have liked.	Given the nature of our role I think I gave ‘supporting’ more priority than direct work with children. Also, understanding the reason behind behaviours was given priority by me. 	As suggested in the instructions, I did a ‘positive’, ‘negative’ and ‘neutral’ pile and put those in a ‘0’ according to my neutral pile. I did make a lot of amendments as I worked through but started with the two extremes.  	Not that I can think of.	No	Just a little too much to read.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????? ???????	34	(23)34223252	I enjoyed the activity. It was interesting to read the range of responses generated- gave me an overview of the key issues. It was hard to hold all the comments in your head and sort- sorting into three piles helped.	Personal philosophy (e.g., not ‘within child’, importance of evidence-base, importance of emotional well-being) and experience (as a TEP; through utilising others’ skills- e.g., teachers should be competent at planning so not ‘role of EP’). 	Items that I felt were important, but could be carried out by staff other than EPs. 	No. Very comprehensive.	No. All appropriate.	The examples were helpful and clarified my understanding of some statements.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
?????? ????	35	(24)35214252	An interesting approach which I have not used before.	Most important- those that needed a clear EP/psychology input. Least important- those that could be completed by any profession.	Recognised they were of value but perhaps not of as much importance.	No comment provided	No comment provided	No comment provided	None
???????? ???????	36	(25)36216132	I did find it quite hard to do in general. It was difficult to put some things in order of most valuable to least as I found I wanted to put some more items in certain columns.	I looked at what I would like to do or try to do in my work and what would not really come under a generic EP role.	For those in that section I put for ones I felt came in the middle of those which were least to most valuable.	There were a lot of statements. I couldn’t think of any more but I thought it would have been easier to have had less statements, e.g. around 40.	There were some which were a little similar around supporting staff, training and working on a strategic level which could have been trimmed down. There were some on being a National member that maybe could have been omitted. 	Just that I think it would have been easier to sort less statements. 	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
???????????????	37	(26)37228243	Very thought provoking. Made me consider the steps and value of this type of work.	EPs should be key professionals in promoting value and importance of nurture groups- considering why children need this type of provision.	I felt that 60% of the statements (at least) were all valuable and important activities for EPs.	EPs should be involved in identifying obstacles to NPPs within existing structures, systems and strategy.	No	All statements were clear.	Between ‘-3’ and ‘-2’
???? ??????	38	(27)38213252	Fine once I got into it. Responded to it using ‘best fit’ approach and didn’t spend too long re-arranging.	Purely on personal response/feeling and to my own EP role. For e.g., I am concerned about student voice and promoting emotional health and wellbeing of students/pupils therefore statements at ‘+6’ were considered to be of greater value to me. Less so with systemic stuff. 	Not particularly strong feelings one way or other about the statement in terms of good use/not of EP time. I worked from ‘-6’ and ‘+6’ inwards so some statements inevitably ended up at ‘0’. Only really ‘-1’/’-2’ do I consider least valuable.	No	No	The ones relating to actually setting up/running groups/ordering resources. Wasn’t sure how relevant to role. 	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????? ??????	39	(28)39148252	Challenging, needs time, quietness and thought- need to read instructions carefully- only makes sense once you start doing it.	What was more strategic, ‘more than nurture’, ‘core values’ etc. of nurture- skilling, supporting, monitoring in this role- important. The ‘operational’ aspects- less so!	Still important but no space higher up (others even more essential).	No comment provided	Having to be NGN trained, working with all children and working with children not in nurture. 	No comment provided	Between ‘-4’ and ‘-3’
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????????????	40	(29)402281t2	Thought provoking but ok.	I tried to relate this to the work I currently do as an EP- but I was influenced by my strategic role in developing nurturing principles across the LA. 	Neutral statements on critical sort.	I can’t think of any	No	The italic examples were very helpful.	Between ‘-3’ and ‘-2’
???? ??????	69	(38)69228112	Fairly straightforward- after first minute decided to do it quite quickly or else I feared that I might spend ages on assessing the relative value of each. 	Needed to establish in my head that all statements could be termed ‘valuable’ so it then became what was most valuable. Also, carried out some speedy evaluation (subjective!) about how I ranked the statements in terms of ‘most valuable us of EP time’- I think I wasn’t always consistent with this approach!	That they were slightly less important than those at ‘+1’ and slightly more than those at ‘-1’. 	Nothing on running area wide/cross schools interest and support groups for school staff and EPs.	No	Some comments were a little difficult to sort as they seemed to be core work of any EP in any school based work with staff and children, not specifically nurture work, e.g., 35, 14, 34.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????? ?????	70	(39)70217252	Interesting but quite difficult.	The statements that I considered to be ‘less valuable’ were those that I felt were, realistically, outside of the EP role, and were more applicable to other professionals (e.g., teachers) who have more knowledge of their pupils.	They were the statements that I responded to least strongly.	No- they were very comprehensive.	The statement related to fund-raising.	I find that it is always easier to sort the ‘extremes’ and that those in the middle are not necessarily ranked as carefully as those that are more personally meaningful.	None 
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
???????? ??????	72	(40)72222252	It was useful- made me think about my current practice, what I would like to do, my frustrations (i.e., what stopped me from doing what I wanted to do), how different Las I have experienced restrain EP practice in different ways and of how the word ‘value’- made me look at the sort from a political view, i.e., thinking about time, training needed, profit, value of results, effectiveness etc.  	I just went with my gut and didn’t think too much although at times I found myself wanting to organise in causal order- i.e., you need to do this to allow [that statement] but [that statement] is fundamentally more important. I tried to stop myself re-sorting because of this thought process which kicked in.	No reason. At the start I associated ‘negative’ with ‘I don’t agree’ and ‘positive’ with ‘I do agree’- i.e., positive and negative thoughts with ‘0’ as neutral. BUT in the end I feel that I simply arranged from ‘+6’ to ‘-6’ what I believed was most valuable. The number didn’t mean anything specific, i.e., ‘-6’= vv not valuable. I organised my statements more in an order form 1 to 60 where furthest 6 was most valuable and furthest the other way was least valuable.  				None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????? ?????????	74	(41)74123252	I liked the opportunity to explore my thoughts and values with regards to NPPs. However I found it quite difficult to directly compare all of them due to the number of statements.	I tried to sort them in relation to my values and experience. 	I tried to order the cards into how I thought they were valuable therefore the ‘0’ position fell between my values of ‘-1’ and ‘+1’, i.e., more valuable than ‘-1’ and less valuable than ‘+1’.	Not that I know of.	No comment provided	No comment provided	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)





7.17)2. Appendix 17b: Responses to Feedback Questions following the Q-sort Activity for Participants Loading on Factor 2

Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
?????? ??????	5	(3)5218253	Very difficult- difficult to weigh up the importance of different types of consideration.	Much was based on the unique skills of EPs- more valuable if the EP is the best placed or only professional who can do that work- or if potentially had a wider impact.	‘-2’ was my real ‘0’. I was unclear whether these were necessary roles for an EP.	No	No	Statement 2- I wouldn’t really agree that SEAL (or Circle of Friends) is really about NPP according to a strict definition of making up for early attachment problems. I think the whole area of behaviour is quite theoretically confused- includes attachment, current social rejection, behaviourist, learning (social)- so sometimes I wasn’t sure whether to use a strict definition or not. E.g., Statement 19- SDQ doesn’t measure attachment so I wouldn’t make the link without other evidence, but I would use it. 	Stated: ‘-2’ was my real ‘0’
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????? ??????	6	(4)62t811t	Thought provoking!	The strategic role is most valuable (based on dissemination of evidence about child development/learning theory etc.) to support a full understanding of children’s needs and how they can be met, through training, quality assurance and support for practitioners. 	They are all valuable activities, but less so than other valuable statements. I believe that each school/group should select and monitor their own pupils and practice and can also do much of the family/community work rather than using an EP for these activities.	Something about the effectiveness of NG provision/intervention at different ages/school contexts/stages could have been helpful, as well as a statement about part-time NGs. I think that NGs are a specific intervention, suitable for some not all, whereas NPPs are about school ethos and learning principles and contexts- needed by all.	No	Statement 48- The word ‘defend’ felt uncomfortable! I would prefer helping others to understand how and why NGs operate in the way they do.Also, I would be keen on contributing to training for other professionals, as in statement 8 who work directly with families and children, not just ‘liaison’. 	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
?? ????	10	(6)1022811t	Interesting- made me think about the role of generic EP in relation to NPP (rather than in terms of a specialist role). However, I did find it difficult to hold on to several ideas at once in order to prioritise them.	I tended to prioritise statements relating to the unique skills EPs bring and how the effect of these can be maximised. As I do have some allocated time for NPP work, I tended to prioritise activities that are more possible, as I have this allocated time.	Generally feeling that these activities are either done by someone else or not best use of (expensive) EP time and skills. 	No	I didn’t really understand how statement 18 fitted in.	No comment provided	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
???? ??????	11	(7)11222252	Difficult to be consistent- I would find myself putting quite similar statements in different places and then revising.	I had a dilemma between my personal preferences and what I felt an EP in the role of support to NGs would choose (i.e. I would err towards early intervention and consultation whereas I felt the focus might be more on research, liaison, training). I think my responses were a compromise. 	Whatever statements were left when I had sorted the ‘+’s & ‘-‘s. 	Not specifically. I just found it difficult to focus on the +6 category (none of the statements seemed to encompass an immediate “that’s really important” feel.	I don’t think so.	No- the additional explanation in italics clarified any possible misunderstanding.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????? ??????	17	(11)17226252	Thought-provoking. Made me look at specific wording of statements. 	Started with those I felt most strongly about and worked inward.	Those left at the end!	No	No	Some pairs were very similar, e.g. delivering training, involvement in planning/setup.	None
????? ????????	20	(14)2022615t	Initially difficult but became easier as I went on.	Decided that the more strategic/overarching roles were most important in terms of impact- rather than individual casework. Things that others could do more easily were rated least important. 	Started at extremes and worked inwards. My ‘-1’ was the ‘neutral’ point, not ‘0’. 	Can’t think of anything.	No	No comment provided.	Highlighted column ‘-1’
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
???? ????????	28	(18)28215252	No comment provided	No comment provided	No comment provided	No comment provided	No comment provided	No comment provided	None
????? ??????	42	(30)4223t112	I thought it was a useful activity. 	Reflected on my role and focussed on the aspects I felt had most impact.	Statements that I didn’t feel strongly about either positive or negative.	No	I thought some relating to ordering resources etc. were not related to the role of the EP. E.g., 44, 28	I thought that many of the statements were very similar, e.g., 24 and 39.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????? ????	54	(31)54127112	Easy to complete the outliers (‘-6’, ‘+6’) but hard to sort the middle ground. 	As answer to Qu 1. I found it easy to select statements that I disagreed with, or agreed with strongly by a process of elimination.	There was no ‘reason’ for ‘0’ position vs ‘-1’ and ‘+1’ – this was a collection of ‘middle ground’ statements that I categorised for the purpose of this exercise not because of strong value/belief judgements. 	No	All statements in ‘-6’, ‘-5’, ‘-4’. Teachers should be capable of doing some of these independently. Others are not part of an EP’s role. 	No comment provided	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
????? ???????	55	(32)55227112	Extremely difficult	Both ends were easier in that I feel EPs have a clear role in researching evidence based interventions and we have training in doing so. This makes us distinct. At the negative end, these were things I felt were clearly someone else’s job or didn’t matter/were irrelevant. 	There were other things in other places! I had clearer criteria for the poles rather than the middle.	No comments provided	No comments provided	No comments provided	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
?????? ???????	56	(33)56139112	Well explained and thought provoking.	Based on two different personas- one as an LA EP and one as an independent EP. Sometimes this causes conflict.	More consultative role in addition to the information/give and support rather than ‘hands on NG training’. These roles link to the [illegible] rather than the extremes of valuable/invaluable.	No	No	No	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
?????? ????????	59	(35)59267112	Challenging! Here, it was possible to consider an ‘ideal world’ scenario, but EPs know that realistically their time is pressurised and constrained for the most part.	In considering ‘most valuable’ I considered what might have the most wide ranging, efficient and effective impact. 	All useful and valuable things to do but less of a priority.	Yes. Liaison with colleagues from other authorities in developing collegiate support, collaboratively sharing and producing training materials, resources, ideas, access to accreditation for training. 	No	No	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????? ??????	67	(36)67229113	I have completed ‘Q’ Sort previously and appreciate the demands.	Identified those statements least valuable and most valuable piles and worked up and down from them.	No specific criteria for sorting the statements in ‘0’ position they fell according to rank.	EP involvement in leading/supporting local network meetings for NG staff to share ideas, resources and good practice.	Ordering resources for NGs. Statement 29- becoming directly involved with ALL children- the example suggesting assessing all individuals receiving NG provision and referring all to EPS? Generally, it was interesting to note the number of statements that involved the EP role as actually having ownership of the NGs, i.e. almost doing everything from ordering resources, sorting rooms out, recruiting staff, planning curriculum etc. rather than providing support and consultation.	Wasn’t clear about statement 10 in terms of what you meant by ALL nurture groups.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)
??????? ?????? 	68	(37)6822911t	Thought provoking, useful, helped me to focus my thoughts on my own practice.	No comment provided	I sorted into 3 piles then I completed ‘-6’, ‘-5’, ‘-4’, and ‘-3’ then ‘6’, ‘5’, ‘4’ then ‘-2’, ‘-1’, ‘0’, ‘3’, ‘2’, ‘1’. The ‘0’ position were probably important but did not fall into the ‘yes, very important’ or ‘not really that useful for EPs’ categories.	No	No	I thought some were similar, e.g. (46, 38, 11, 59), (39 & 24) and (18 & 22). These may have been given different priorities if the similar one wasn’t present. Some of the statements below ‘0’ may be as important as some above ‘0’ but I did not think it should be an EP role, e.g., 31, 41- school staff should be encouraged to develop these roles themselves.	None
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	Feedback Question 1: How did you find the Q-sort activity in general?	Feedback Question 2: What was your thought process/reasoning for sorting the ‘Q-sort statements’ in the way you did (in terms of the content of the statements)?	Feedback Question 3: What was your criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position? 	Feedback Question 4: Was there anything missing in terms of Q-sort statements that you would have expected to be in the sort/that you would like to have commented on/ranked?	Feedback Question 5: Were there any Q-statements included in the sort that you thought should not have been?	Feedback Question 6: Would you like to comment on any of the statements in particular? (For example, were there any that you found difficult to understand or sort, and why?) 	The ‘0’ position indicated by participants(If this has not been indicated, it is assumed that the ‘0’ in the distribution grid is that participant’s ‘0’)












Factor 1- Participants’ thought processes/reasoning when sorting the Q-sort statements 
Reasons for Sorting Activities as ‘More Valuable’	Number of Participants
Activities reflecting personal values and beliefs, such as not adopting a ‘within child’ approach, adopting evidence-based practice, and promoting emotional well-being	7
Activities relating to EP experience	3
Activities that were considered to require a clear EP role or psychology input	2
Activities considered to be most valuable, considering the cost of EP time	2
Activities that would have the biggest and widest impact for all children; those that were considered to be most important within the EPS and LA context; activities prioritising bottom-up approaches, including reframing perceptions and beliefs, for example, in relation to the functions of behaviour	2
Activities that focus on supporting children, families and members of staff, rather than engaging in a systemic role	2
Potential roles	1
Current roles	1
Activities that would be possible within the EP role 	1
Activities that prioritised understanding behaviour and promoting emotional literacy 	1
Activities that involve parents 	1
Activities prioritising preventative work and informing educational settings about NPPs 	1
Activities prioritising a supportive role, rather than working directly with children 	1
Activities that were ordered in a causal fashion, i.e., ‘do this....., to allow this......’	1
Reasons for Sorting Activities as ‘Less Valuable’	Number of Participants













Factor 2- Participants’ thought processes/reasoning when sorting the Q-sort statements 
Reasons for Sorting Activities as ‘More Valuable’	Number of Participants
Activities that it was thought would have a wider, more effective and more efficient outcome	4
Activities where the EP would have a strategic role (e.g. quality assurance), rather than a role within individual casework	3
Activities with a unique EP role or that require the skills of an EP 	2
Activities involving research and evidence based interventions 	2
‘Hands on’ activities, such as NG training and liaison 	2
Those that are most possible to carry out 	1
Activities with a focus on early intervention and consultation	1
Activities focusing on how nurture could be rolled out from scratch, in causal order	1
Reasons for Sorting Activities as ‘Less Valuable’	Number of Participants
Activities that were not seen as the role of the EP	8
Activities that would be more appropriate for members of staff in educational settings or others to engage in independently 	4
































7.19) Appendix 19: Comments of participants, provided in response to the ‘feedback questions’


Factor 1: Participants’ thought processes/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the way they did, in terms of the content of the statements

Information was collected in order to determine how participants sorted the statements with regard to their content, in order to aid factor interpretation. The majority of participants (seven- 30%) loading on Factor 1 stated that they sorted activities as ‘more valuable’ that reflected their personal values and beliefs, such as not adopting a ‘within child’ approach, adopting evidence-based practice, and promoting emotional well-being. The majority of participants (seven- 30%) loading on Factor 1 stated that they sorted activities as ‘less valuable’ that were not considered to be the role of the EP or that would be more appropriate for members of staff in educational settings to engage in independently. The table in Appendix 18 includes additional information regarding how the participants sorted the statements. For further information, and individual participant’s comments, see Appendix 17.

Factor 1: Participants’ criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position 

Also, to aid factor interpretation, information was collected in order to determine the reasoning participants employed when sorting statements in the middle of the distribution grid. This was done because participants were asked to rank the activities from least valuable to most valuable. As such, they may have placed items in the ‘0’ position that were not considered by them to be ‘neutral’, but that they considered to have a value attached to them. However, the guidance supplied following the condition of instruction (see Appendix 6) stated that participants should sort activities they had no strong feeling about into the middle of the grid. Feedback regarding how participants sorted items into the middle if the grid was considered important as, I needed to determine whether participants felt the activities in the middle of the grid were considered to be valuable or not. 

The majority of participants (12 of 23- 52%) indicated, in the feedback questions (see Appendix 16), that they sorted into the ‘0’ position in a way that was similar to ranking on a likert scale, so the ‘0’ had a value that indicated more importance than ‘-1’ but less importance than ‘+1’ (and, therefore, the ‘0’ did not represent ‘neutral’ or ‘no value’. Five participants (22%) stated that items sorted into the ‘0’ position were those they felt more ‘neutral’ about. Two participants (9%) placed activities that they considered to be important, but that they felt members of staff in educational settings could implement without EP support, in the ‘0’ position. It was highlighted, by one participant (4%), that they placed activities in the ‘0’ position that seemed to be negotiable, open to interpretation, or context/situation specific. In addition, another participant (4%) indicated that they sorted activities at ‘0’ that they considered less practical to implement in the current economic and political climate.    

Factor 1: The ‘0’ position indicated by participants

As previously mentioned, Webler et al. (2009) stated that there is no guarantee that the middle of the distribution will be seen by all participants as zero salience. As such, participants in the current study were asked to indicate where on the sorting grid they stopped (or started) feeling the activities were valuable for EPs to undertake to support and develop NPPs. They had been informed that if they did not indicate the column they considered represented true ‘0’ (or ‘neutral’), it would be assumed that their ‘0’ was the actual ‘0’ position indicated in the distribution grid. Seventeen participants (74%) did not highlight a column other than ‘0’ on their feedback forms. Three participants (13%) indicated that they considered the ‘true 0’ to be between ‘-2’ and ‘-3’, one participant (4%) highlighted the ‘-3’ column, one participant (4%) stated their ‘0’ was between ‘-3’ and ‘-4’, and one participant (4%) stated it was between ‘-4’ and ‘-5’.   

These findings indicate that most of the participants saw the ‘0’ on the grid as their real ‘0’. Of those who did not, their real ‘0’ was further to the left side of the grid, indicating that they thought there were more ‘valuable’ activities than ‘less valuable’ activities in the sort.


Factor 2: Participants’ thought processes/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the way they did, in terms of the content of the statements

Again, information was collected in order to determine how participants sorted the statements with regard to their content, in order to aid factor interpretation. The majority of participants (four- 27%) loading on Factor 2 stated that they sorted activities as ‘more valuable’ that they thought would have a wider, more effective and more efficient outcome. The majority of participants (eight- 53%) loading on Factor 2 (as with those loading on Factor 1) stated that they sorted activities as ‘less valuable’ that were not considered to be the role of the EP. The table in Appendix 18) includes additional information regarding how the participants sorted the statements. For further information, and individual participant’s comments, see Appendix 16.

Factor 2: Participants’ criteria/reasoning for sorting the Q-sort statements in the ‘0’ position

The majority of the participants loading on Factor 2 (14 of 15- 93%) indicated, in the feedback questions (see Appendix 16), that items sorted into the ‘0’ position were those they felt more ‘neutral’ about. It was also commented upon that activities that were sorted in the middle of the distribution, on the basis that they were considered to be neutral, may have been undertaken by EPs, depending on contexts and situations. Three participants (20%) sorted into the ‘0’ position in a way that was similar to ranking on a likert scale, so the ‘0’ had a value that indicated more importance than ‘-1’ but less importance than ‘+1’ (therefore not representing ‘neutral’ or ‘no value’). Two participants (13%) placed activities that they considered to not to be the role of the EP in the ‘0’ position. One participant (7%) sorted activities with more of a consultative role into the ‘0’ position. 

Factor 2: The ‘0’ position indicated by participants 

Twelve participants (80%) loading on factor two did not highlight a column other than ‘0’ on their feedback forms (see Appendix 6), suggesting that they felt the ‘0’ on their distribution grids reflected what they considered to be the ‘true 0’. One participant (7%) indicated they considered the ‘true 0’ to be the ‘-1’ column, one participant (7%) highlighted the ‘-2’ column, and another participant (7%) stated their ‘0’ was between ‘-3’ and ‘-4’.
















 Key: Respondents who participated in focus group (FG) 1                                                  Respondents who participated in focus group (FG) 2                                                  Respondents who completed surveys (containing questionnaire)                                   Respondents who completed the questionnaire                                                            Respondents who completed the postal Q-sort activity                                                Respondents who completed the face-to-face Q-sort activity         Respondents who completed the follow-up activity                                                      Those who consented but did not participate
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
????????????	2	(1)2211251	LA A	Year 1 TEP	2	2013	U J	1	1	2	5	2	See questionnaire	5	1	NA
???????????	4	(2)4223252	LA R	EP	2	2010	U K	2	3	2	5	2	See questionnaire	1	2	NA
????????? ????	14	(9)14227252	LA K	Year 2 TEP	2	2012	U J	2	7	2	5	2	See questionnaire	2	2	NA
???????????	15	(10)15225252	LA P	Year 2 TEP	2	2012	U J	2	5	2	5	2	See questionnaire	1	2	NA
????-????? ???????	18	(12)18227252	LA E	EP	2	2002	U J	2	7	2	5	1	NA	5	2	NA
??????? ??????????	19	(13)19124252	LA A 	Year 3 TEP	1	2011	U J	2	4	2	5	1	NA	5	2	NA
??????????	22	(15)22225252	Unknown	EP	2	2006	U I	2	5	2	5	2	No comment made	3	2	NA
???? ????	27	(17)272271t2	LA C	EP	2	2009	U J	2	7	1	1- TTT; 3- four day training	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
?????? ??????????	31	(20)31227122	LA J	EP	2	2010	U E	2	7	1	2	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
????? ?????	33	(22)33245252	LA E	EP	2	2005	U E	4	5	2	5	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
????? ???????	34	(23)34223252	LA E	Year 2 TEP	2	2012	U E	2	3	2	5	2	See questionnaire	1	2	NA
?????? ????	35	(24)35214252	LA E	Acting PEP	2	1990	U J	1	4	2	5	1	NA	5	2	NA
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
???????????????	37	(26)37228243	LA E	EP	2	1991	U I	2	8	2	4- Attended training on nurture principles	2	See questionnaire	3	3	In all aspects of teaching and learning
???? ??????	38	(27)38213252	LA E	EP	2	2003	U E	1	3	2	5	1	NA	5	2	NA
??????? ??????	39	(28)39148252	LA E	EP	1	2001	U D	4	8	2	5	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
???? ??????	69	(38)69228112	AEP	AEP	2	1984	U E	2	8	1	1	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
????? ?????	70	(39)70217252	LA J	EP	2	2011	U J	1	7	2	5	2	See questionnaire	1	2	NA
???????? ??????	72	(40)72222252	LA Q	EP	2	2011	U J	2	2	2	5	1	See questionnaire	1	2	See questionnaire
??????? ?????????	74	(41)74123252	LA D	Year 2 TEP	1	2011	U E	2	3	2	5	1	NA	5	2	NA


























 Key: Respondents who participated in focus group (FG) 1                                                       Respondents who participated in focus group (FG) 2                                                  Respondents who completed surveys (containing questionnaire)                               Respondents who completed the questionnaire                                                            Respondents who completed the postal Q-sort activity                                                Respondents who completed the face-to-face Q-sort activity         Respondents who completed the follow-up activity                                                      Those who consented but did not participate
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
?????? ??????	5	(3)5218253	LA J	Main Grade EP	2	2003	Unknown 	1	8	2	5	2	See questionnaire	4	3	See questionnaire
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
?? ????	10	(6)1022811t	LA L	EP	2	2002	U A	2	8	1	1	2	See questionnaire	3	1 and 2	NA
???? ??????	11	(7)11222252	Private Organisation	EP	2	1997	U H	2	2	2	5	2	See questionnaire	2	2	NA
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
????? ????????	20	(14)2022615t	LA T	EP	2	2008	U C	2	6	1	5	2	See questionnaire	1	2 and 3	Individual Casework
???? ????????	28	(18)28215252	LA F	Year 1 TEP	2	2013	U J	1	5	2	5	2	See questionnaire	4	2	NA
????? ??????	42	(30)4223t112	LA T	Deputy Principal EP	2	2004	U C	3	10	1	1	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
????? ???????	55	(32)55227112	LA G	EP	2	2001	U B	2	7	1	1	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
?????? ???????	56	(33)56139112	Independent	EP	1	1998	U A	3	9	1	1	1	NA	6	2	NA
?????? ????????	59	(35)59267112	LA J	EP	2	????????	U E	6	7	1	1	2	See questionnaire	3	2	NA
Name	Participant Number	(Number of Q-sort)  and PQMethod ID 	 	Role	Male/Female	Year Completed(ing) EP Training	Where Trained(ing)	How Much Time Devoted to Nurture	Knowledge and Und. (K/U) of Nurture	Received formal NG training?	Who Delivered Training?	Supporting and Developing Different?	If yes, how?	If yes, which involved with?	Which contexts?	
			Coded Authority (LA)	 	M:1; F:2		Coded Universities (U)	Not involved:1; 0-20%: 2; 21-40%:3; 41-60%: 4; 61-80%:5; 81-100%:6	No K/U: 0; to Lots of K/U:10	Yes:1; No:2	NGN:1; Own EP:2; Diff EP:3; Other:4; NA:5	No:1; Yes:2	QUAL- ANAL SEP	Supp:1; Dev:2; Both:3; Not been involved:4; Left blank:5; NA:6	NGs:1; Wider NGs:2; Other:3	If other contexts, what?
??????? ?????? 	68	(37)6822911t	LA F	EP	2	2005	U J	2	9	1	1	2	See questionnaire	3	1 and 2	NA













7.20)3. Appendix 20c: Demographic Information for all 43 Q-sort Participants

Participants’ Places of Work
Place of Work	Number of Participants





























Acting Principal Educational Psychologist (Acting PEP)	1
Association of Educational Psychologists (AEP) Representative	1
Deputy Principal Educational Psychologist (Deputy PEP)	1
Educational Psychologist (EP)	25
Principal Educational Psychologist (PEP)	1
Senior Educational Psychologist (SEP)	2
Senior Specialist Educational Psychologist (SSEP) for Nurture Groups (NGs)	1
Year 1 Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP)	4
Year 2 Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP)	6










Year Participants Completed/are due to Complete their EP Training













































Amount of Time Spent in Supporting and Developing NPPs in Educational Settings
Time Spent	Number of Participants
No time	7
0- 20 per cent	29
21- 40 per cent	3*
41- 60 per cent	3*
61- 80 per cent	1
81- 100 per cent	1
Total	43
NB: *denotes one participant who gave two responses (21- 40 per cent and 41- 60 per cent)


Knowledge and Understanding of NPPs 















Received Formal Nurture Training?























Nurture Training Providers for Participants who completed the Q-sort
Nurture Training Providers	Number of Participants
Nurture Group Network (NGN)	12
An EP in the Participant’s own LEA/Team	1
An EP from a Different LEA/Team	1
Other	Attended a Training Session on  NPPs (participant did not specify who delivered the training)
N/A as the Participant has not Received Training	24
Total	39




Ways in Which Participants think about NPPs 
Way of Thinking about NPPs	Number of Participants
In relation to NGs only	1
In a wider context than just NGs	40*
Other	3* (See comment below table. In addition, one participant stated that they think about NPPs in relation to all aspects of teaching and learning- this, therefore could have been included in the box above; and another participant stated that their practice is “Closer to applying ideas from positive psychology such as resilience & esp Deci & Ryans self- determination theory which includes attachment and overlaps with ideas from nurture but is not the same”)
Total	43
NB: *denotes one participant who gave two responses. With regard to ‘other’, they stated that they also think about NPPs in relation to individual casework







Demographic Information for Participants Loading Significantly on Factor 1
	
23 of the 43 participants who completed the Q-sort activity loaded significantly onto factor 1. Further demographic information of these 23 participants is presented below:

Participants’ Places of Work
Place of Work	Number of Participants


















Acting Principal Educational Psychologist (Acting PEP)	1
Association of Educational Psychologists (AEP) Representative	1
Educational Psychologist (EP)	12
Principal Educational Psychologist (PEP)	1
Year 1 Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP)	2
Year 2 Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP)	5




















Year Participants Completed/are due to Complete their EP Training




























Amount of Time Spent in Supporting and Developing NPPs in Educational Settings
Time Spent	Number of Participants
No time	5
0- 20 per cent	16
21- 40 per cent	0
41- 60 per cent	2
61- 80 per cent	0

















Knowledge and Understanding of NPPs 















Received Formal Nurture Training?






Nurture Training Providers for Participants who completed the Q-sort
Nurture Training Providers	Number of Participants
Nurture Group Network (NGN)	1
An EP in the Participant’s own LEA/Team	1
An EP from a Different LEA/Team	1
Other	Attended a Training Session on  NPPs (participant did not specify who delivered the training)
N/A as the Participant has not Received Training	17
Total	21
In addition: One participant stated they had received training from the NGN (4-day training) and training so that they could become a trainer (Training for Trainers) from the Tavistock and Portman Clinic; and another participant stated that they received 4-day nurture training from an EP from a different LEA/Team but received training, (Training for Trainers) from the NGN	2
Total	23
 
Ways in Which Participants think about NPPs 
Way of Thinking about NPPs	Number of Participants
In relation to NGs only	1
In a wider context than just NGs	21
Other	In all aspects of teaching and learning
Total	23
Demographic Information for Participants Loading Significantly on Factor 2

15 of the 43 participants who completed the Q-sort activity loaded significantly onto factor 1. Further demographic information of these 15 participants is presented below:


Participants’ Places of Work

















Deputy Principal Educational Psychologist (Deputy PEP)	1
Educational Psychologist (EP)	10
Senior Educational Psychologist (SEP)	1
Senior Specialist Educational Psychologist (SSEP) for Nurture Groups (NGs)	1
Year 1 Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP)	1























Year Participants Completed/are due to Complete their EP Training
































Amount of Time Spent in Supporting and Developing NPPs in Educational Settings
Time Spent	Number of Participants
No time	2
0- 20 per cent	8
21- 40 per cent	3*
41- 60 per cent	1*
61- 80 per cent	1
81- 100 per cent	1
Total	15











Knowledge and Understanding of NPPs 















Received Formal Nurture Training?






Nurture Training Providers for Participants who completed the Q-sort
Nurture Training Providers	Number of Participants
Nurture Group Network (NGN)	9
An EP in the Participant’s own LEA/Team	0
An EP from a Different LEA/Team	0
Other	0
N/A as the Participant has not Received Training	5
Total	14


















Ways in Which Participants think about NPPs 
Way of Thinking about NPPs	Number of Participants
In relation to NGs only	0
In a wider context than just NGs	14*
Other	2* (One participant stated that their practice is “Closer to applying ideas from positive psychology such as resilience & esp Deci & Ryans self- determination theory which includes attachment and overlaps with ideas from nurture but is not the same”) CHECK CORRECT ‘OTHER’ ANSWER FONE IN HERE
Total	15




























7.21) Appendix 21: Consensus Statements: Full Interpretation

Theme 1: Supporting staff

The most highly ranked consensus statements relate to supporting members of staff in educational settings with a variety of tasks. These involve supporting staff to continue to include CYP who are at risk of exclusion (statement 47: +5 [Factor 1]; +5 [Factor 2]) and to implement interventions that promote NPPs, such as the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) programme, Circle Time, and Circle of Friends (2: +2; +1). It is considered favourable that EPs should provide more support to educational settings which are perhaps less familiar with the implementation of NPPs than others, for example, to High Schools and Pupil Referral Units, rather than Primary Schools (in which NPPs were initially rolled out) (26: +3; +1). Supporting members of staff in educational settings with assessment approaches, to refine understanding of children and young people's needs with regard to NPPs (3: +1; +2) is also a relatively valuable activity. 

Supporting members of staff to involve parents/guardians in nurture provision, for example, in explaining NPPs to parents, in gaining parental support with regard to the implementation of NPPs, and in suggesting opportunities are provided for parents to attend sessions that promote NPPs (33: +1; +2) are considered to be relatively valuable activities. Offering support for foster carers and adoptive parents based on NPPs, for example, through nurture training (17: +1; -1), is also considered to be a relatively valuable activity.

Theme 2: Situation/Context Dependent Activities

Ranked in the ‘0’ position are activities that may be more situation/context dependant, including: running parenting courses which are compatible with NPPs, for example: the Solihull Approach Parenting Programme and 'Breakfast Stay and Play' groups (1: 0; 0); working directly with some children and young people who are in receipt of nurture provision (32: 0; -1); becoming involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs (35: 0; -1); and being at the forefront of promoting NPPs in all educational settings (59: 0; +1). 

Theme 3: Roles for Others

Activities considered to be less valuable for the EP to undertake are those that members of staff in educational settings are likely to be able to carry out independently, without the support of an EP. These include: locating nurture resources (12: -1; 0); curriculum planning with regard to the implementation of NPPs (52: -1; -1); and approaching members of the community for support with the implementation of NPPs (43: -4; -5). 

Theme 4: Systemic Activities

In addition, some of the more systemic items are considered to be less valuable activities for the EP to undertake, including: developing a specialism with regard to NPPs (18: -3; -2); investing more time in supporting and developing NPPs (22: -1; 0); liaising with adults who are not directly involved in the implementation of NPPs in educational settings, in order for them to understand NPPs (for example: governors; LA staff; behaviour support teams; post-adoption teams; Social Care; YOT workers; CAMHS workers; Midwives; and Health Visitors)  (8: -2; 0); and supporting EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings (24: -1; 0). However, devoting more time to engaging in preventative work with regard to NPPs (6: +3; +2) and undertaking CPD with a focus on NPPs (53: +2; 0) are considered to be relatively valuable activities for EPs to undertake, in general. 


Theme 5: The Nurture Group Network

Forming links with the NGN (7: -3; -4), and delivering nurture training providing EPs have connections with the NGN and not otherwise (23: -4; -4), are not considered to be important elements for the EP involved in supporting and developing NPPs in educational settings. 

Theme 6: The Roles of Staff in Educational Settings 

The least valuable activities for EPs to undertake are those that are clearly more the role of the staff in educational settings than the role of the EP, such as: becoming involved in the set-up of nurture group rooms (57: -4; -2); undertaking curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision (31: -5; -5); becoming involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups (41: -5; -6); and ordering nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs. (44: -6; -6).

Theme 7: Working with All Children

































7.22) Appendix 22: Validating the Narratives: Comments Provided by Participants

Factor Loadings Identified by Me and the Responses of the Participants Regarding the Factor they Most Identified with
(Number of Q-sort) and PQMethod Identification	Factor 1 or 2, as Identified by Me	Factor 1 or 2, as Identified by the Participant	Comments Provided by Participants (exactly as they were written)
(1)2211251	1	2	NA
(2)4223252	1	1	NA




(10)15225252	1	1	Nurture is not clearly identified within the directorate as a strategic issue which a number of professionals should be supporting and there is a relatively low level of awareness, as regards the underlying principles. As a result, my role is more closely associated with providing support, training and intervention, which emanates from the needs of one child or one piece of casework. The main drivers are related to my relationships with particular settings (for which I assume the casework), as opposed to external initiatives; a bottom up approach, as opposed to a top down approach.
(11)17226252	2	2	NA
(12)18227252	1	2	I think both are very important and relevant and I have really agonised over which I most identify with. I think it really comes down to the context in which you as an EP work. Where I have worked to a casework model then Factor 1 would have been most appropriate. However as I currently work to a consultancy model I feel that I more readily identify with factor 2. 
(13)19124252	1	2	Efficient use of time and EPS resources.....makes the more systemic approach preferable I think, though in a sense it is a false ‘either/ or’ choice, with elements of both factors surely being present in a good ‘wholistic’ intervention






(25)36216132	1	1	It is easier to identify with Factor 1 as it is core work for an EP.  Other strategic work may be possible through specifically allocated work, funded work or a specialism.
(26)37228243	1	1	I identify most with Factor 1 based upon my experience to date of what happens and is most viable in current LEA [local education authority] contexts. However with the changing landscape of education I think that Theme 2 of Factor 2 may well become more needed/valued in the near future e.g. after the Green Paper. In which case it may affect how Educational Psychologist’s view this work and how they respond.
(27)38213252	1	2	NA






(39)70217252	1	1	My response relates to what I consider to be ‘the ideal’. My current role enables me to identify CYP for whom a nurture group would be appropriate / necessary but most of the schools I work in do not have nurture provision and nor is such provision very high on their agenda. 
(Number of Q-sort) and PQMethod Identification	Factor 1 or 2, as Identified by Me	Factor 1 or 2, as Identified by the Participant	Comments Provided by Participants (exactly as they were written)





































Particular Statements that were Commented Upon by Participants and Comments Made   

	Statement	Comments Provided by Participants (in their own words)
5	Become involved in quality assurance with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: ensure NPPs are embedded in nurture provision; support settings to achieve the Nurture Group Network (NGN) Quality Mark Award; contribute to the set-up of 'beacon' nurture groups/nurturing settings.	Not sure EPs would do itImportant embedded in provision but NGN Quality Mark Award not important
9	Become involved in the setting up of 'district nurture groups' (groups that children and young people from different settings attend, as their individual settings do not have nurture groups).	Didn’t work for this authority
10	Become involved in the setting up of nurture groups in ALL educational settings.	Although this would be ‘an ideal’, it may prove to be too much to take on and detract from other aspects of work. Not appropriate- not all schools need NGs 
18	Develop a specialism with regard to NPPs.	Adds valueWould have rated more highly- but criteria I used to sort were for a generic EP.
20	Identify attachment issues in children and young people whose cases you are working on. For example: when working directly with them; through consulting with members of staff.	Not sure in the context of NGsWithin child (way it’s worded rather than the concept though)
22	Invest more time in supporting and developing NPPs. For example, by having time allocated for this purpose within a time allocation model.	Would be valuable if a school was asking for help in setting up a NG
23	Deliver nurture training providing you have connections with the Nurture Group Network (NGN- the international organisation for nurture groups) and not otherwise. For example, only if you have attended a NGN accredited course.	Quite controversial, as there is now a NW steering group for nurtureHave connections with the NW steering group now, rather than NGN
	Statement	Comments Provided by Participants (in their own words)
24	Support EP colleagues to implement NPPs in educational settings. For example, through delivering nurture training.	Similar to 39 [see below] but see the reason
30	Provide ongoing support for staff who are implementing NPPs in educational settings. For example: by working with staff to improve nurture provision; by providing regular supervision for staff; by maintaining focus and direction of the implementation of NPPs; by becoming involved in network forums for staff.	It would be important to achieve a balance between building capacity within settings to adhere to and implement NPPs independently and providing ‘expert support’ (offering input as a professional who is external to their school system). Some settings may become v. reliant.
31	Undertake curriculum planning for staff who are delivering nurture provision.	Ideal world would say get rid of the curriculum and do nurture based activities but got to be pragmatic but I did not think it should be an EP role- school staff should be encouraged to develop these roles themselves.
35	Become involved in the whole plan-do-review process with regard to the implementation of NPPs. For example: target setting; monitoring; reviewing children and young people in receipt of nurture provision.	Similar to 51 [see below]- but subtle differences Some comments were a little difficult to sort as they seemed to be core work of any EP in any school based work with staff and children, not specifically nurture work
37	Undertake research with a focus on NPPs. For example: into the effectiveness of nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'; research alternatives to the implementation of NPPs to improve outcomes.	Wouldn’t want to do it but think it’s valuable
39	Deliver nurture training to other EPs. For example: to those in your own EP Service; to those in other EP Services; to EPs on initial training courses.	Very similar to 24 [see above] but see the reason
41	Become involved in the day-to-day running of nurture groups. For example: in designing the daily running of the group; with regard to timetabling.	NO! Works better when the EP is a facilitator rather than working directly with children 
44	Order nurture resources for educational settings that are implementing NPPs. 	Should do it themselves!
	Statement	Comments Provided by Participants (in their own words)
51	Become involved in the evaluation of outcomes with regard to the implementation of NPPs in educational settings. For example: support staff to set up systems for tracking progress;  support in the collection and analysis of quality data; gain the perceptions of those involved in implementing NPPs.	Subtle differences but similar to 35 [see above] 
53	Undertake CPD with a focus on NPPs. For example: attend nurture training courses; shadow other EPs with a role in nurture; visit nurture groups and 'nurturing settings'.	Really good practiceDepends so much on your individual remit and current LA situation
55	Deliver nurture training to staff in educational settings who are implementing NPPs.	Important
56	Become involved in recruiting staff in educational settings who will be at the forefront of delivering nurture provision. For example: by highlighting desirable personality traits; by sitting on interview panels.	Wouldn’t be able to do this with time allocation systemNot necessarily a good use of time but seen it work when another EP has done it
58	Become involved in securing funding for the implementation of NPPs into educational settings. For example, to set up nurture groups or to develop 'nurturing settings'.	Have signposted to funding but probably not a good use of EP timeSomething school can do












7.24)	Appendix 24: Activities Perceived to be more valuable by Participants and how they Link to the Six Principles of Nurture

	The Six Principles of Nurture (Colley, 2009; Lucas, Insley, & Buckland, 2006)
Key: √ Activity matches with the principleX Activity does not match with the principle or is not matched clearly with the principle
Valuable Activity	Learning is understo-od developmentally	The classr-oom offers a safe base	The import-ance of nurture for the development of self-esteem	Language as a vital means of communication	All behaviour is communication	The import-ance of transition in the lives of children and young people
Consensus Statements
Activities that involved supporting members of staff: with preventing exclusion; 	√	√	√	√	√	√
with interventions; 	√	√	√	√	√	√
in educational settings that are less familiar with NPPs; 	√	√	√	√	√	√
and with involving parents and carers	√	√	√	√	√	√
Activities that were viewed as being situation/context dependent, including:Parenting courses;	√	X	√	√	√	√
Valuable Activity	Learning is understo-od developmentally	The classr-oom offers a safe base	The import-ance of nurture for the development of self-esteem	Language as a vital means of communication	All behaviour is communication	The import-ance of transition in the lives of children and young people
Consensus Statements (continued)
working directly with some children in receipt of nurture provision;	√	√	√	√	√	√
becoming involved in the plan-do-review process;	√	√	√	√	√	√
being at the forefront of promoting NPPs	√	√	√	√	√	√
Valuable Activity	Learning is understo-od developmentally	The classr-oom offers a safe base	The import-ance of nurture for the development of self-esteem	Language as a vital means of communication	All behaviour is communication	The import-ance of transition in the lives of children and young people
Factor 1: Nurturing Environments, Nurturing Children (providing support at the setting level [supporting staff] to create nurturing and emotionally literate environments; and providing support at the individual [CYP] level)
Activities that provide support at the setting level and promote an emotionally literate environment, including:Training around issues that relate to NPPs;	√	√	√	√	√	√
providing support with behaviour;	√	√	√	√	√	√




Valuable Activity	Learning is understo-od developmentally	The classr-oom offers a safe base	The import-ance of nurture for the development of self-esteem	Language as a vital means of communication	All behaviour is communication	The import-ance of transition in the lives of children and young people
Factor 2: Strategy and Systems (working at a strategic level to promote NPPs; and providing support at the setting level to develop a whole-setting approach to the implementation of NPPs)
Activities: undertaken at a strategic level;	√	√	√	√	√	√
based on an evidence base;	√	√	√	√	√	√
relating to research;	√	√	√	√	√	√
regarding presenting nurture data in an appropriate manner to others;	√	√	√	√	√	√
involving the set-up of NG rooms;	√	√	√	√	√	√
relating to evaluation and quality assurance;	√	√	√	√	√	√
undertaken within a whole-setting approach;	√	√	√	√	√	√
supporting staff to plan for implementing NPPs;	√	√	√	√	√	√
providing ongoing support to staff;	√	√	√	√	√	√
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Factor 1: 1, 2, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 
Factor 2: 3, 4, 6, 7, 11, 14, 18, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 43 

Confounding Q-sorts: 8, 21





Q-sorts that load significantly at 0.6 or above- some Q-methodologists argue only these could be used in creating factor estimates:
Q-sorts that load significantly at 0.6 or above on one factor, with loadings of less than 0.4 on the other factor(s)- some Q-methodologists argue only these should be used in creating factor estimates: 

Q-sorts that load significantly at 0.6 or above on one factor, with loadings of 0.4 or greater on other factor(s): 

Q-sorts that load significantly on the ‘defining’ factor at less than 0.60: 






In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between the two factors, the range of differences (1.62 to -1.70) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 1 placing them more positively): 1.62 to 0.51 
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 1 and 2: 0.50 to -0.59
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 2 placing them more positively): -0.58 to -1.70

Statements that Factor 1 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factor 2)
Statements that Factor 2 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factor 1) 

Key





Statements that Factor 1 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factor 2) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 26, 53, 17
Statements that Factor 2 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factor 1) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 3, 8, 57, 10 


Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 1 and 2
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between the two factors, the range of differences (1.62 to -1.70) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 1 placing them more positively): 1.62 to 0.51 
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 1 and 2: 0.50 to -0.59
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 2 placing them more positively): -0.58 to -1.70

Key





Statements that Factor 1 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factor 2) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 26, 53, 17
Statements that Factor 2 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factor 1) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 3, 8, 57, 10 


Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 1 and 2
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between the two factors, the range of differences (1.62 to -1.70) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 1 placing them more positively): 1.62 to 0.51 
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 1 and 2: 0.50 to -0.59
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 2 placing them more positively): -0.58 to -1.70
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Table 3.1: Stages of Data Collection

Table 4.1: Stages and Methods of Data Collection Participated in by Participants whose data was entered into PQMethod

Table 4.2: The Factor Arrays for the Two Factors in the Current Study

Table 4.3: Factor Loadings Identified by Me and Responses of Participants Regarding the Factor they Most Identified with

Table 4.4: Aspects of Children’s Learning and Development that can be influenced as a Result of the Implementation of Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs)

Table 4.5: Aspects of Members of Staff’s Learning and Development that can be Influenced as a Result of the Implementation of Nurture Principles and Practices (NPPs)






Figure 1: Example of a Pre-structured Q-sort Quasi-normal Distribution Grid (and the One Used in the Current Study) 

Figure 2: A Q-sort Taking Place (taken from Bradley, 2009)  














































































































7.20) Appendix 20    

7.20)1. Appendix 20a: Demographic Information for Participants who Completed the Q-sort Activity (from Questionnaire data): Those loading significantly on Factor 1











Statements that Factor 1 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factors 2 and 3) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 16 and 54
Statements that Factor 1 has ranked in a significantly different way (a value in between Factors 2 and 3) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statement 60
Statements that Factor 1 has ranked in a significantly different way (less valuable than Factors 2 and 3) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 30, 8, 57 and 56


Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 1 and 2
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between Factors I and 2, the range of differences (1.95 to -1.77) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 1 placing them more positively): 1.95 to 0.71
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 1 and 2: 0.70 to -0.53
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 2 placing them more positively): -0.54 to -1.77

Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 1 and 3
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between Factors I and 3, the range of differences (1.56 to -1.93) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 1 placing them more positively): 1.56 to 0.40 
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 1 and 3: 0.39 to -0.77
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 3 placing them more positively): -0.78 to -1.93

Key





Statements that Factor 2 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factors 1 and 3) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 38, 30 and 56
Statements that Factor 2 has ranked in a significantly different way (a value in between Factors 1 and 3) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statement 23
Statements that Factor 2 has ranked in a significantly different way (less valuable than Factors 1 and 3) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 42 and 28


Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 1 and 2
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between Factors I and 2, the range of differences (1.95 to -1.77) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 1 placing them more positively): 1.95 to 0.71
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 1 and 2: 0.70 to -0.53
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 2 placing them more positively): -0.54 to -1.77

Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 2 and 3
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between Factors 2 and 3, the range of differences (2.42 to -1.59) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 2 placing them more positively): 2.42 to 1.08
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 2 and 3: 1.07 to -0.25 
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 3 placing them more positively): -0.26 to -1.59

Key





Statements that Factor 3 has ranked in a significantly different way (more valuable than Factors 1 and 2) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statement 60
Statements that Factor 3 has ranked in a significantly different way (a value in between Factors 1 and 2) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 38, 30 and 56
Statements that Factor 3 has ranked in a significantly different way (less valuable than Factors 1 and 2) All significantly different at the p<0.01 level, apart from statements 59 and 23


Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 1 and 3
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between Factors I and 3, the range of differences (1.56 to -1.93) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 1 placing them more positively): 1.56 to 0.40 
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 1 and 3: 0.39 to -0.77
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 3 placing them more positively): -0.78 to -1.93

Descending Array of Differences Between Factors 2 and 3
In order to distinguish the qualitative differences between Factors 2 and 3, the range of differences (2.42 to -1.59) (2 dp) was calculated and divided into thirds to produce the following sections:
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 2 placing them more positively): 2.42 to 1.08
Most similarly placed statements by Factors 2 and 3: 1.07 to -0.25 
Most differently placed statements (with Factor 3 placing them more positively): -0.26 to -1.59







